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Preface

This Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice was produced on behalf of the State of Michigan by
TDA Consulting, under contract to the Michigan State Housing Development Authority. TDA would like to
thank the leadership and staff at the Authority for their participation in this effort. Most importantly, we
thank the many stakeholders, ranging from state residents to advocates to nonprofit and for-profit
housing industry representatives who provided input through various focus groups, public meetings,
surveys, and interviews.
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Executive Summary

The Fair Housing Act does more than simply prohibit discrimination. It requires HUD and its grantees to
take “actions to affirmatively further fair housing” by, among other things, identifying and confronting
structural factors leading to segregated housing outcomes.

For years, HUD has required of each jurisdiction that receive funds through the Consolidation Plan
Submission — covering the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investments Partnership
Program (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA)
— to certify that it “will engage in fair housing planning by:

(1) Conducting an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice at the beginning of each five-year cycle;

(2) Carrying out actions to overcome the effects of identified impediments;

(3) Maintaining records and making available information and reports, including the analysis of
impediments, and to document actions undertaken to eliminate identified impediments.”

As a result, each jurisdiction is required to develop an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).
Thus, the State of Michigan is required, pursuant to 24 CFR 570.847(b)(1), to “{conduct} an analysis to
identify impediments to fair housing choice within the state.”

HUD defines “impediments” as: “any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status or national origin that restricts housing choices or the availability of housing
choices of these protected classes.”

The term “fair housing choice” is defined by HUD as the ability of persons of similar income levels to have
the same housing choices regardless of race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national
origin.!

This report will be the final Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice prepared by the State of
Michigan. In 2015, HUD issued a final rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing which, among other
things, requires that all various HUD recipients, including all states, conduct an Assessment of Fair Housing
(AFH) rather than an Al. Unlike the Al, the AFH will be subject to specific review and approval by HUD,
and in the case of states will be truly statewide rather than focused just on non-entitled portions of the
state.

Broadly speaking, the AFH process replaces and supersedes the Al process. HUD expects the AFH will
further standardize the approach to a jurisdiction’s understanding of fair housing issues and lead to more
substantive actions in an effort to affirmatively further fair housing. In particular, while certain details of
the AFH process are still subject to change as HUD considers and responds to public comment on the AFH
tool, a key feature of the AFH is an increased focus on systemic barriers to fair housing choice, particularly
among “non-housing” elements of State and local policy. In many respects land use/zoning, school, and

! Note that Michigan state law also provides protections for marital status.
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transportation policies are larger drivers of segregated housing patterns than decisions about where to
invest very limited housing and community development funding from HUD.

At the same time, affirmatively furthering fair housing will continue to include efforts by HUD recipients
to ensure that consumers, local officials, housing providers, and affiliated professionals are aware of
nondiscrimination requirements.

The information in this report is organized to provide context at the state level as well as regional analyses
of key factors throughout the report. Larger cities and urban counties that receive their own direct
allocations of CDBG funds from HUD are referred to as “entitlement communities.” Similarly, cities and
counties that receive HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds from HUD are “participating
jurisdictions” or PJs.2 Entitlement communities and participating jurisdictions must undertake their own
Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing. As a result, this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
primarily focuses on “non-entitlement communities,” or those jurisdictions that are State of Michigan
grantees and receive CDBG or HOME funds through the State rather than directly from HUD, including
through the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) and the Michigan Economic
Development Corporation (MEDC). Michigan jurisdictions excluded from this report’s analysis because
they are entitlement communities include those listed below.

EXCLUDED COUNTIES | EXCLUDED MUNICIPALITIES (COUNTY STILL INCLUDED):

Genesee Battle Creek Muskegon

Kent Bay City Muskegon Heights
Macomb East Lansing Norton Shores
Oakland Kalamazoo Portage
Washtenaw Lansing Saginaw

Wayne Midland

The non-entitlement communities that will be the focus of this report may be referred to as “Balance of
State” communities. These communities will be analyzed by regions that correspond to Michigan’s
Prosperity Regions. The map below depicts the division of counties across the Prosperity Regions.
Entitlement communities are excluded from the analysis as described above. Additionally, Appendix A
provides a list of all counties by region and indicates those areas that have been excluded from the various
regional analyses. Note that Region 10 is excluded in its entirety because all counties within Region 10 are
entitlement communities.

2 Each program has different qualifying thresholds, but with few exceptions nationally and none in Michigan HOME
participating jurisdictions are also CDBG entitlement communities. However, not every CDBG entitlement also
receives HOME. States receive both. State CDBG funding may only invested in communities that are not CDBG
entitlement communities, while a state may invest its HOME funds anywhere in the state, including in
communities that are HOME participating jurisdictions.
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Based on current HUD guidance, the State of Michigan anticipates preparing an AFH ahead of its 2020-
2024 Consolidated Planning cycle. So while it has been prepared in accordance with existing HUD
requirements, in many respects this Analysis of Impediments is intended to help the State bridge the
transition from the Al to the AFH process.

As outlined in greater detail in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report, the primary
impediments to fair housing identified in the non-entitled portions of the State include:

e Inadequate public awareness of fair housing and nondiscrimination requirements among both
consumers and different sectors of the real estate industry, particularly small landlords.

e A narrow understanding of the need to address structural barriers to fair housing at both the state
and local government level, which tends to silo this issue to “housing” agencies and/or staff rather
than creating linkages between housing outcomes and “non-housing” governmental functions.

e Increased rates of poverty which disproportionately affect protected classes such as African-
Americans, exacerbating limits on mobility and housing choice for such households and creating
potentially debilitating generational cycles of disadvantage.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 7



e Decreasing housing affordability, particularly for renter households, which likewise affect protected
classes at disproportionate rates and contribute to segregated housing patterns.

e Increasing disconnects, particularly in rural regions, between an aging population experiencing higher
rates of disability and the availability of accessible housing stock that can allow elderly and disabled
households to age in place with appropriate community supports.

To address these impediments, this Analysis of Impediments makes a variety of recommendations to be
considered over the next two years which are centered on two major areas — reinvigorating public
education efforts around fair housing rights and concerns and building a broader institutional awareness
around state government’s responsibility for affirmatively furthering fair housing, particularly by
identifying and addressing structural barriers to fair housing choice. The goal, in addition to meeting
current and ongoing obligations to affirmatively further fair housing, is to create the institutional
infrastructure that will prepare the State to fully comply with the more robust requirements of the AFH
process, including broader participation by departments and agencies beyond simply MSHDA and MEDC
as the primary administrators of HUD funding.

These recommendations are further supplemented by an Action Plan outlining specific steps the State can
begin take over the next two to three years. Key features include the development of educational
materials, including web-based formats, targeted to specific groups such as consumers, small landlords,
and local government officials as well as expanding on current intra-departmental efforts to break down
silos between housing, community economic development, transportation, human services, among
others to integrate consideration of fair housing outcomes in broader coordination and planning efforts.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 8



Update On Previous Impediments

In 2008, MSHDA published a state-wide Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing.? The 2008 Analysis of
Impediments was prepared by the Fair Housing Centers of Michigan. A summary of the recommendations
from and actions reported by the state follows:

Table: Recommendations from 2008 Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Embed Fair Housing into the Legal Instruments, Policies and Practices of all Sub-State Jurisdictions.

Recommendation:

Make firm commitments (with measureable outcomes for tracking progress) to strengthening the local,
county, and regional infrastructure that can embed Fair Housing policies and practices at every level, in
every jurisdiction. (page 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In 2008, MSHDA’s Community Development Division (CCD) (many functions of which have now been
transferred to the MEDC) promulgated a Policy Bulletin on Fair Housing applicable to all grantees. This
policy, which has been periodically updated, most recently in September 2015, requires all CDD
grantees, including non-entitled local units of government, to adopt a local Fair Housing Resolution or
Ordinance as a condition of receiving MSHDA funding (including HOME, CDBG, etc.). Among other
requirements, CDD grantees mush appoint a local Fair Housing Contact, establish a complaint referral
system, keep a log of fair housing outreach efforts, training, and complaints received, and include fair
housing concerns in local citizen participation processes surrounding the use of HUD funds.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
“Public Benefits” must start with the most vulnerable populations.

Recommendation:

We recommend that: if a planned housing decision, by a unit of government or a housing provider, does
not increase the possibility that protected group persons will be able to secure housing in the
community on an equal basis as other persons, then the decision makers should carefully weigh the
possible fair housing consequences of the planned decision. (page 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In addition to efforts noted above to elevate awareness of fair housing concerns among local
governments seeking MSHDA funding, both MSHDA and the Michigan Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) have required the use the Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool
(SPDAT) within homeless programs. The SPDAT has been identified as a national best practice housing
prioritization tool that takes subjectivity out of who is referred to housing. People living in
homelessness and or poverty are scored and referred on a priority basis to housing and services that
best meet their needs. Through use of the SPDAT, people with high needs are referred long-term rental

3 State of Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice in Non-Entitled Areas of the State, 2008.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 9
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assistance programs, whereas others may be given just enough assistance to allow them to stabilize
and regain self-sufficiency.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
American Indians in Michigan

Recommendation:
MSHDA, in collaboration with tribal leaders and service providers, strengthen its current efforts to
address the Fair Housing needs of American Indians residing on non-tribal land. (page 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA has included a scoring preference in its Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) for Low Income Housing
Tax Credits sponsored by federally recognized tribes, including project undertaken on non-tribal land.
While no such projects have been funded at this point, the scoring preference remains available.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Growth, Community Marketing and Fair Housing

Recommendation:

MSHDA should insure (through collaboration with other Michigan departments and local/regional units
of government) that Economic Development Plans include an explicit commitment to Fair Housing —
such as Fair Marketing Plans and materials that provides information about State and Federal Fair
Housing Laws and the services provided to help enforce those laws. (page 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In addition to the requirement that grantees seeking federal funding adopt local fair housing policies or
ordinances, the MSHDA-sponsored Building Michigan Communities Conference (formerly the Michigan
Affordable Housing Conference) has included various sessions promoting the development of inclusive
and diverse neighborhoods and reducing barriers to the development of affordable housing. While not
intended to be an exhaustive list,

e 2008 sessions included Economic Integration in Urban Neighborhoods; Breaking Down Barriers
to Affordable Housing in Rural Areas; Homeownership for People with Disabilities; Adaptable,
Accessible and Affordable: What this Means to Tenants, Home Owners, Builders, Realtors, and
Developers;

e 2009 sessions included Tenant Selection and Fair Housing in Supportive Housing; Introduction
to Fair Housing and Predatory Lending;

e 2010 sessions included Fair Lending and Predatory Lending: Understanding Discrimination in
Lending; Fair Housing Act;

e 2012 sessions included Fair Housing, Marketing and 504 Requirements;

e 2013 sessions included Understanding Fair Housing for Housing Providers and Fair Housing,
Marketing and 504 Requirements;

e 2014 sessions included Understanding Fair Housing for Housing Providers;

e 2015 sessions included Disability Rights & Fair Housing; and

e 2016 sessions included Fair Housing in the Homeownership Process.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 10




Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Adherence to Fairness in Building Codes

Recommendation:

Collaboration with other Michigan Departments and private sector groups to assure that housing
providers in Michigan are aware of and adhere to the provisions in State and Federal Fair Housing Laws
that prohibit discrimination against persons with disabilities. (page 224) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In addition to prior actions noted herein, MSHDA has provided additional training to developers and
property managers of MSHDA-financed multifamily projects on Fair Housing requirements, including
those related to disability, at its annual Asset Management Conference. Additionally, All MSHDA bond-
financed properties are required to develop and implement MSHDA-approved Affirmative Fair Housing
Marketing Plans.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Review of the Michigan Construction Standards

Recommendation:

Work with the Michigan Department of Labor to insure that the Michigan Construction Standards not
only meet Federal accessibility requirements for persons with disability, but that they also work to make
Fair Building Codes (such as Universal Design Standards) a reality in All Michigan communities. (page
224) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA applies the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) to projects involving federal
financing, including HOME and project based vouchers, and applies such standards when applicable to
projects funded via grantees receiving MSHDA funding. MSHDA’s Community Development Division
has also adopted “visitability standards” applicable to newly constructed single-family homes. These
standards exceed building code requirements and are intended to ensure that new units supported by
MSHDA funding are more accessible and more easily adaptable in the future than homes built only to
existing building code standards.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Further public awareness necessary

Recommendation:

Provide technical assistance to local units of government and housing providers to help assure
compliance with the less well known or understood provisions of State and Federal Fair Housing Laws:
age, disability status, marital status and familial status. (page 224) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:
See prior actions pertaining to the requirement for local fair housing policies and training opportunities
supported by MSHDA.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
The current Planning & Zoning revolution in Michigan

Recommendation:
Take an active role in encouraging local units of government to incorporate fair housing assurances and
issues in their Master Plans and Zoning Ordinances. (page 224) (Chapter 3)

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 11




Actions Noted:

In 2011, Michigan began planning a threshold model for both prioritizing its investments in local
communities and advancing the state of local planning and regulation in the State. This model uses a
development “readiness” basis and is named the Redevelopment Ready Communities (RRC) program.

The RRC Program establishes best practices across six major parts of the local community policy,
planning, and regulatory system, and presents a mechanism for locals to enter, prepare, be evaluated,
and be certified in meeting the best practice “thresholds”. Local units of government progressing to,
becoming, or maintaining certification are given priority for State technical and financial assistance
tools and programs. Over time more programs across State agencies and departments are (and will
continue to be) incrementally added.

The best practices are designed to improve as research, knowledge, and policy advancements are
made. This provides an opportunity to introduce and standardize fair housing perspectives and the
promotion of integrated and mixed-income housing into the RRC program.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Housing Stock Inventories

Recommendation:

Encourage and assist more communities to make inventories of their housing stock, with particular
attention to the adequacy of housing (for sale or rental) for protected populations under the Fair
Housing laws. (page 224) (Chapter 3)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA sponsors two different housing directories, including the Affordable Rental Housing Directory
(http://housing.state.mi.us) which identifies state- and federally-assisted rental housing projects and
the Michigan Housing Locator (http://www.michiganhousinglocator.com/) which not only includes the
affordable inventory but can be used by any property owner to list the current availability of rental
housing units.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Legal Definitions of “Family”

Recommendation:
Alert local units of government of the potential legal liabilities they face with a definition of family based
on “bloodline” or “marriage.” (page 224) (Chapter 3)

Actions Noted:
Upon the advice of counsel, MSHDA has not pursued this item. It is beyond the scope of MSHDA's
authority to provide legal advice to local units of government.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Embed Fair Housing compliance & support in Michigan’s “way of doing local government”

Recommendation:

We recommend that MSHDA work through the networks and associations of county, city and township
officials and with the professional planning groups that advise local units of government to take steps
to more effectively embed compliance and support for Fair Housing laws, principles models into the
structures of local government in Michigan. (page 224) (Chapter 3)

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 12
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Actions Noted:

MSHDA maintains strong working relationships with the Michigan Municipal League, Community
Economic Development Association of Michigan, Michigan Housing Council, Michigan Community
Developers Association, and the Michigan Association of Planning. Several of these organizations have
been involved in the development and promotion of the Redevelopment Ready Communities program
and approach. Though these types of efforts, MSHDA is able to promote topics such as fair housing
both informally and in more formal presentations at various meetings and conferences.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Fair Housing TESTING

Recommendation:
Renew steps to conduct fair housing testing of MSHDA-assisted housing providers. (page 225) (Chapter
4)

Actions Noted:

Since MSHDA-assisted projects and programs are subject to testing by independent regional fair
housing centers who receive HUD and other sources of funding, MSHDA has elected not to specifically
contract for targeted testing.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Fair Housing ENFORCEMENT

Recommendation:
Require that governmental recipients of CDBG or HOME funds through MSHDA establish a fixed
percentage of those funds to support fair housing enforcement activities. (page 225) (Chapter 4)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA has determined that such a requirement exceeds its authority under the federal regulations for
HOME and CDBG. Local government grantees may use administrative funds for this purpose or for
other activities to affirmatively further fair housing, but are not required per se to use a fixed amount
of limited administrative funding for enforcement.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Need an expanded Michigan capacity to track Fair Lending compliance

Recommendation:
The lack of data collection and accountability on discriminatory mortgage practices within the state is
an impediment to fair housing in and of itself. (page 225) (Chapter 5)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA’s Homeownership Division participates in Fair Lending Compliance by following Mortgage
Industry guidelines; CFPB regulations, QM guidelines and the ability to pay guidance. All files submitted
are vetted through a MSHDA Underwriter to review for compliance. Files are then issued a
commitment letter, guiding the lender to proceed to closing. The files are then closed in the Lenders
name and assigned to MSHDA upon closing. We then pull a 10% random sample for Quality Control
testing. This testing is completed by a third party organization (Stewart Lending Services). All audit
observations are reviewed and adjustments are made to our operating manual.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 13



Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Support the Michigan Community Reinvestment Coalition, sponsored by CEDAM

Recommendation:

Assist in the fair lending practices in the non-entitlement communities by providing funding for the
Michigan Community Reinvestment Coalition and/or other similar citizen based groups for both
research and organizational purposes. (page 225) (Chapter 5)

Actions Noted:

The Michigan Community Reinvestment Coalition is no longer in existence. As noted above, MSHDA
maintains relationships with various industry associations representing non-entitled communities and
nonprofit partners across the state and promotes fair housing among other issues through both formal
and informal channels.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Improve public awareness by buyers & renters

Recommendation:
Provide educational workshops to prospective homebuyers and renters about their rights under fair
housing legislation and how complaints are filed. (page 225) (Chapter 6)

Actions Noted:
See above responses related to various conference trainings and expectations that local grantees
provide fair housing materials to local consumers as part of each MSHDA-funded community’s fair
housing policy.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Enforcement of accessibility standards for persons with disabilities

Recommendation:
There is a need for better enforcement of accessibility requirements for persons with disabilities. (page
225) (Chapter 6)

Actions Noted:
See prior responses about MSHDA's use of UFAS standards and promotion of visitability.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Need a PHONE HOTLINE (1-200) for Fair Housing concerns

Recommendation:
MSHDA to secure funding for and housing discrimination phone hot-line and Internet connection that
will allow persons with complaints of unlawful housing discrimination. (page 225) (Chapter 6)

Actions Noted:
MSHDA maintains a tenant call center phone number to allow tenants to report complaints regarding
properties funded by MSHDA. This would include complaints related to unlawful housing
discrimination.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 14




1. Methodology

In order to gain pertinent information on fair housing needs and activities in the State of Michigan, MSHDA

conducted and analyzed Fair Housing Surveys completed by community residents, jurisdictions, and

stakeholder organizations across the state; conducted state-wide focus groups; interviewed key

stakeholders including advocacy organizations and government officials; collected and analyzed

demographic and housing data; and conducted a literature review.

Fair Housing Surveys - Three written surveys were developed to collect perspectives of residents,
jurisdictions, and stakeholder groups. The resident survey was also made available in Spanish. The
purpose for conducting the survey was to obtain information and insights about fair housing choice
in Michigan. The surveys were posted to MSHDA's website and promoted through MSHDA’s list serv.
Advocacy groups and community-based organizations were asked to share the survey links as well. A
total of 225 residents, 76 jurisdiction representatives, and 177 stakeholder organization
representatives completed the surveys.

Statewide Focus Groups and Stakeholder Meeting — MSHDA held three statewide focus groups in
Jackson, Grand Rapids, and Lansing.* MSHDA also facilitated a fair housing discussion among grantees
at its regional housing meeting in Shepherd (which included remote satellite connections from other
locations, including in the Upper Peninsula) and at public meetings in Gaylord and in Marquette.

Analysis of Impediments - The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development requires its CDBG
entitlement communities to conduct a Fair Housing Analysis. In the analysis, each entitlement
community is required to identify fair housing problems and impediments, courses of action intended
to address the impediments, and a schedule to resolve those problems identified. In order to gain
relevant data on both statewide and regional housing impediments, a scan of the reports was
completed to determine the most prevalent housing impediments, and the courses of action most
commonly used by communities to combat housing problems.

Housing Data - This report uses American Community Survey data, Census data, and the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act Reporting (HMDA) data to review and analyze state demographics, housing
needs, and housing/lending activity.

Literature Review - In order to gain pertinent information on fair housing and related issues, a
thorough literature review of relevant publications and periodicals was conducted. Information
gained from the literature review was incorporated in the findings section and was used to support
recommendations offered in this report.

4 Due to inclement weather the Jackson focus group was held via teleconference.
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lIl.  Michigan Community Profile

The goal of the community profile is to paint a picture of the current demographic, economic, and housing
context of the State of Michigan in order to aid decision makers in affirmatively furthering fair housing.
The community profile is broken into two key sections: (1) the Demographic and Economic Profile; and
(2) the Housing Profile. The Demographic and Economic profile looks at the state from the perspective of
its people, examining variables such as race and ethnicity, age, disability status, income, employment, and
poverty. The Housing Profile examines the state’s housing stock by analyzing data on home values, rents,
housing cost burden, vacancy, and substandard housing to provide a snapshot of the physical
environment in which Michigan’s people live. Together these pieces provide a data-driven view of the
State that can empirically ground fair housing planning efforts.

The primary geographic focus for the Community Profile is statewide analysis, with highlights of
Michigan’s non-entitlement counties peppered throughout for the purpose of comparison. Data
highlights for all non-entitlement counties follow in the Regional Overviews section.
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Demographic and Economic Overview

Population

The current population of the State of Michigan is 9,889,024, according to 2010-2014 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. This represents a decrease of 0.5 percent growth since 2000. By
contrast, the national growth rate for the same period was 11.6 percent. There was a period of growth
between 2000 and 2009 (1%), but by 2014 the population had fallen 1.5 percent.

TABLE: Population - 2000 to 2014

% Change
2000 2009 2014
2000-2014
Michigan 9,938,444 10,039,208 9,889,024 -0.5%
United States 281,421,906 301,461,533 314,107,084 11.6%

Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DPO5)

According to the 2012 report The Economic and Demographic Outlook for Michigan through 2040,
prepared by the University of Michigan’s Institute for Research on Labor, Employment and the Economy,
the population for the state is forecast to reverse its decline of the past decade to grow between 2010
and 2020, though growth is predicted to increase slowly, increasing less than 1/10 of a percent a year.
Michigan should return to 2000 population levels by 2020 and the population growth for the state is
expected to increase again from 2020 to 2040 but remain modest, averaging just over 1/10 of a percent
per year.’

Michigan Population Projections 2000-2040
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10000000

9900000

9800000

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Source: 2000, 2010 Census, 2020-2040 Institute for Research on Labor, Employment and the Economy, U of M

5 University of Michigan, Institute for Research on Labor, Employment and the Economy, The Economic and
Demographic Outlook for Michigan through 2040, 2012
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The following map geographically displays the distribution of the population throughout the state. The

lighter shaded areas have a lower of population and darker shaded areas have a higher population. The

southern portions of the state are more heavily populated than north.
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6 Note that the reference to “Census, 2010” in this and other maps refers to the Census Bureau’s county line
boundaries from the 2010 census. The data that is being mapped, however, is based on Census data as of 2013.
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Age

Michigan, like the rest of the United States, is experiencing a demographic shift towards an older
population. In 2014 the median age in Michigan was 39.3 years according to American Community Survey
5-Year Estimates — almost two years older than the national average. That figure is 10.7 percent higher
than in the 2000 Census (35.5). Over the same period, median age in the United States only increased
about six percent, going from 35.3 to 37.4 years. The table below breaks down population data by age

cohort for Michigan in comparison to the country as a whole.

TABLE: Age
No. of People in Percent of People | No. of People in Percent of People
Age Group in Age Group Age Group in Age Group
Age Cohort
United States United States Michigan Michigan
Under 5 years 19,973,711 6.4% 578,977 5.9%
5 to 9 years 20,460,355 6.5% 622,670 6.3%
10 to 14 years 20,698,883 6.6% 657,095 6.6%
15 to 19 years 21,510,534 6.8% 704,179 7.1%
20 to 24 years 22,407,472 7.1% 706,269 7.1%
25 to 34 years 42,310,182 13.5% 1,178,517 11.9%
35 to 44 years 40,723,040 13.0% 1,225,372 12.4%
45 to 54 years 44,248,186 14.1% 1,452,255 14.7%
55 to 59 years 20,623,001 6.6% 710,287 7.2%
60 to 64 years 17,973,759 5.7% 611,323 6.2%
65 to 74 years 23,993,984 7.6% 795,071 8.0%
75 to 84 years 13,364,813 4.3% 447,599 4.5%
85 years and over | 5,819,164 1.9% 199,410 2.0%
Median Age 37.4 -- 39.3 --
Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DPO5)

There were 578,977 persons under the age of 5 in Michigan according to 2010-2014 ACS estimates — 5.9
percent of the population. The largest age cohort in the state was 45 to 54 years with 14.7 percent of the
total population (1,452,255 persons). Of particular note, persons between 25 and 34 years of age, often
referred to as the “Millennial Generation” are underrepresented at only 11.9% of the population
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compared to 13.9% nationally. Put another way, the Millennial cohort in Michigan is approximately 12%
smaller than the national average.

A significant driver for this fact is the out-migration of Millennials, which appear to be leaving Michigan at
a disproportionately high rate. The table below examines this trend. By comparing the population in the
10-19 age cohort in 2000 and the 25-34 age cohort in 2014 across states in the region we see evidence
that Millennials are migrating out of Michigan. Michigan saw 24.47% net reduction in number of
Millennials between 2000 and 2014, equating to 288,362 fewer members of this age cohort. While other
states in the Midwest also saw losses among this age cohort, Michigan had the largest reduction in the
region in both absolute and percentage terms while, nationally, the number of millennials increased by
over 1.5 million.

TABLE: Millennial Cohort Population Change (Count)
10-19 Age 25-34 Age Change in Millennial Percent Change in

Cohort (2000) | Cohort (2014) Population Millennial Population
Michigan 1,466,879 1,178,517 -288,362 -24.47%
Wisconsin 810,269 727,998 -82,271 -11.30%
Indiana 896,898 835,979 -60,919 -7.29%
Illinois 1,799,099 1,781,319 -17,780 -1.00%
Ohio 1,644,679 1,440,377 -204,302 -14.18%
United States 40,747,962 42,310,182 1,562,220 +3.69%
Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP05, 2000 Decennial Census QT-P1

The following table compares the population percentages of key age cohorts in Michigan, the United
States, and the counties in Michigan with the highest concentration of people aged 65 and older. In 2000,
the proportion of people under the age of 18 in the US as a whole and Michigan were very similar, 25.7%
and 26.1%, respectively. Within the counties that currently have a disproportionately high number of
elderly individuals have a much lower under-18 population, including four counties that are at least 5%
lower than the national figure. By 2014 the number of counties that are 5% lower or more than the
national figure increased to ten. This population shift points to a significant outmigration of families and
young adults in the last 14 years.

When we look at the data for the 18-64 age cohort we see a similar picture. In 2000, there were seven
counties that had a proportion of the working age population that was 5% or more lower than the national
figure. By 2014, nine of the ten counties had figures 5% lower than the national figure. Again, this points
to an outmigration of working and college age individuals and families outside of these counties.

As working age families and college age students move to other places to find employment or go to
college, they are likely to have families, set up roots, and not return to their home counties. Due to this,
the percentage of elderly in those counties increases and this pattern has accelerated over time. In 2000,
only four counties had an elderly population that was 10% or more higher than the national figure, but by
2014 all ten counties were 10% or higher than the national figure. Similarly, in 2000 five counties had a
median age that was 10 years higher than the national average, but by 2014 all ten counties had a median
age 10 years higher than the national average.
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On the state level it appears outmigration that is shifting the population distribution. Nationally, between
2000 and 2014 the median age increased by 2.1 years, but in Michigan the median age increased by 3.8
years. The majority of this shift comes from the Under 18 age cohort which is shrinking faster in Michigan

than the country as a whole. In the US as a whole, the Under 18 cohort shrank by 2.2 percentage points
between 2000 and 2014, but in Michigan it shrank by 3.1 percentage points from 26.1% to 23.0% during
the same time period. This seems to point to Millennials and young Generation X’ers moving out of

Michigan and raising their families in other states.

TABLE: Age Cohort Comparison Among Key Geographies
Under 18 College & Working Elderly (65+) Median Age
Age (18-64)

2000 2014 2000 2014 2000 2014 2000 2014
United States 25.7% 23.5% 61.9% 62.8% 12.4% 13.7% 35.3 37.4
Michigan 26.1% 23.0% 61.6% 62.5% 12.3% 14.6% 355 39.3
Lake County 21.9% 17.3% 58.4% 57.8% 19.7% 24.9% 43.1 51.0
Keweenaw 22.5% 18.0% 57.2% 54.3% 20.3% 27.7% 44.9 53.2
County
Ontonagon 20.2% 14.3% 58.2% 56.5% 21.6% 29.2% 45.9 54.8
County
Iron County 20.6% 16.8% 54.2% 58.4% 25.2% 27.2% 45.4 52.9
Leelanau 24.4% 17.9% 58.2% 56.2% 17.4% 25.9% 42.6 50.7
County
Roscommon 20.0% 15.2% 56.2% 56.0% 23.8% 28.8% 47.2 54.2
County
Presque Isle 20.9% 16.7% 56.7% 61.1% 22.3% 27.7% 45.1 52.5
County
Montmorency | 20.3% 15.9% 55.8% 56.1% 23.9% 28.0% 47.0 53.9
County
Oscoda 23.3% 19.7% 56.5% 55.2% 20.2% 25.0% 43.7 50.8
County
Alcona County | 19.0% 13.7% 56.5% 53.2% 24.5% 33.2% 49.0 56.3
losco County 22.4% 16.7% 56.0% 56.2% 21.6% 27.1% 44.2 51.7
Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates S0101, 2000 Decennial Census QT-P1
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Elderly

Persons aged 65 and over comprise a higher percentage of Michigan’s population than that of United
States as a whole. Approximately 14.5 percent of the state’s population was over the age of 65 (1,442,080
persons) —compared to the nation at 13.8 percent (2010-2014 ACS). The percent of people aged 85 years
and older is similar in the state (2%) and the nation (1.9%).

As people age they develop a unique set of needs in terms of social services, healthcare, and housing, and
as communities across the nation grow proportionately older, the needs of the elderly become an
increasingly important aspect of both public and private decision making. Integral among these evolving
needs is that of housing — housing that is decent, safe, affordable, accessible and located near services
and transportation. Housing is a linchpin among the needs of the elderly because the affordability,
location, and accessibility of where one lives directly impacts the ability to access health and social services
— both in terms of financial cost and physical practicality. As a 2014 study from Harvard’s Joint Center for
Housing Studies further explains:

“Accessibility is essential to older adults’ health and safety as physical and cognitive limitations
increase. Proximity of housing to stores, services, and transportation enables older adults to
remain active and productive members of their communities, meet their own basic needs, and
maintain social connections. And for those with chronic conditions and disabilities, the availability
of housing with supports and services determines the quality and cost of long-term care—
particularly the portion paid with public funds.

But the existing housing stock is unprepared to meet the escalating need for affordability,
accessibility, social connectivity, and supportive services.

e High housing costs force millions of low-income older adults to sacrifice spending on other
necessities including food, undermining their health and well-being.

e Much of the nation’s housing inventory lacks basic accessibility features, preventing older adults
with disabilities from living safely and comfortably in their homes.

e The nation’s transportation and pedestrian infrastructure is generally ill-suited to those who
cannot or choose not to drive, isolating older adults from friends and family.

¢ Disconnects between housing programs and the health care system put many older adults with
disabilities or long-term care needs at risk of premature institutionalization.””

With a population growing older at rates higher than the nation as a whole, housing issues among the
elderly will become increasingly salient to Michigan’s policy makers in the years to come.

7 Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, Housing America’s Older Adults
Retrieved from: http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/research/housing americas older adults
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Elderly in Michigan - Percentage of State Population 2010-2014
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The chart above visually displays the change in the population of the elderly in the state from 2010 to
2014. In that time period the percentage of the population in Michigan that is elderly has been steadily
rising.
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MAP: Elderly 65 Years and Older
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The lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of people aged 65 and older, and the darker areas

have a higher concentration. In the darkest blue areas, people aged 65 and over make up over 25% of the

population. People aged 65 years and over are more highly concentrated in the northern areas of

Michigan. Counties near the major metropolitan areas, in particular, have a lower concentration of the

population over the age of 65. Outmigration is possible source of the discrepancy across the state,

younger individuals are likely to leave rural, northern counties for college or jobs and not return.
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MAP: Elderly 85 Years and Older
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Similarly, elderly 85 years and older make up more of the population in the northern areas of the state.
The lighter shaded areas represent a lower concentration of people aged 85 and older, and the darker
shades represent a higher concentration.

Age Dependency Ratios

Age dependency ratios relate the number of working-aged persons to the number of dependent-aged
persons (children and the elderly). These indicators provide insight into the social and economic impacts
of shifts in the age structure of a population. Higher ratios of children and the elderly require higher levels
of services to meet the specific needs of those populations. Furthermore, a higher degree of burden is
placed on an economy when those who mainly consume goods and services become disproportionate to
those who produce. It is important to note that these measures are not entirely precise — not everyone
under the age of 18 or over 65 is economically dependent, and not all working age individuals are
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economically productive. With these caveats in mind, dependency ratios are still helpful indicators in
gauging the directional impacts of shifting age structures.

An area’s dependency ratio is comprised of two smaller ratios — the child dependency ratio and the old-
age dependency ratio. In 2014 Michigan’s overall dependency ratio was 60.2, slightly higher than the US
ratio of 59.3. This ratio was driven by the state’s old-age dependency ratio of 23.4, which was higher than
the national ratio of 21.9. Michigan community leaders at all levels should keep this indicator on their
radars going forward so they can adequately respond to the challenges of an aging population.

TABLE: Age Dependency Ratio 2014

Age dependency Old-Age Child dependency
ratio dependency ratio ratio
Michigan 60.2 23.4 36.8
United States 59.3 21.9 37.4

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (50101)

Rising age dependencies can be expected to continue in Michigan. A 2010 US Census report on aging
trends in the United States provides insight into the extent of the coming shift in the United States: “By
2030, all of the baby boomers will have moved into the ranks of the older population. This will result in a
shift in the age structure, from 13 percent of the population aged 65 and older in 2010 to 19 percent in
2030.” As this shift occurs the working age population will simultaneously be shrinking. Sixty percent of
the nation’s population was aged 20-64 in 2010. The Census estimates that by “2030, as the baby boomers

age, the proportion in these working ages will drop to 55 percent.”®

Paying attention to changes in old-age dependency ratios is especially pertinent for communities with
declining populations such as many of Michigan’s non-entitlement counties. A shrinking working age
population means fewer workers producing goods and services, and consequently generating less tax
revenue. All the while, the aging population increases demand for social services, healthcare, and housing
for the elderly. The intersection of these two trends presents a unique challenge for communities in the
coming years. While part of a national trend, in Michigan, this phenomenon has been exacerbated by the
apparent out-migration of younger age cohorts, particularly the Millennial Generation.

8 US Census Bureau, The Next Four Decades: The Older Population in the United States: 2010 to 2050. Retrieved
from: https://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/p25-1138.pdf
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Race and Ethnicity

According to 2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates, White was the largest racial group in Michigan (79.2%), followed

by Blacks or African Americans (14.0%). All other races made up the remaining 6.9 percent. Approximately

4.6 percent of the population identify as ethnically Hispanic. (Persons can identify as both ethnically

Hispanic and racially as another group.) The table below provides a detailed breakdown of the racial and

ethnic composition of Michigan compared to that of the United States as a whole.

TABLE: Racial and Ethnic Composition

Race United States % Michigan %
White 231,849,713 73.8% 7,829,621 79.2%
Black or African American 39,564,785 12.6% 1,383,205 14.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,565,520 0.8% 54,960 0.6%
Asian 15,710,659 5% 258,567 2.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 535,761 0.2% 1,995 0.0%
Islander

Some other race 14,754,895 4.7% 107,141 1.1%
Two or more races 9,125,751 2.9% 253,535 2.6%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 53,070,096 16.9% 457,109 4.6%

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DPO5)
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While Whites were the most prominent race in Michigan with 79.2 percent of the population statewide,
the White population varied in concentration throughout the state (2014 ACS). The lighter areas have a
lower concentration of Whites, and the darker areas have a higher concentration. In the darkest orange
shaded areas—largely in the “Thumb,” northeastern Lower Peninsula, and western Upper Peninsula—
more than 95 percent of the population is White.
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MAP: Black or African American
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While Blacks or African Americans in Michigan were 14 percent of the population statewide, the racial
group had a stronger concentration in the southern areas of the state with the exception of a few counties
in Upper Peninsula (2014 ACS). The lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of Blacks or African
Americans, and the darker areas have a higher concentration.
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While Asians in Michigan were 2.6 percent of the population statewide, the racial group had the strongest
concentration around the Metro Detroit area (2014 ACS). It should be noted Asians were the fastest
growing race group in the state from 2000 to 2014 going from 176,510 persons to 258,567 in that time
period — an increase of 46 percent (2000 Census, 2014 ACS). The lighter shaded areas have a lower
concentration of Asians, and the darker areas have a higher concentration.
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Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders make up a small portion of Michigan’s population, and can be found almost
exclusively in Keweenaw, Delta, Kalkaska and Oscoda counties. The shading on this map can be deceptive
—the lightest shaded areas have a less than 0.09 percent concentration of Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders,
but the darker areas only have a concentration of over 0.40 percent.
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MAP: American Indian or Alaskan Native
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Native American Indians or Alaskan Natives are much more densely populated in the Upper Peninsula
than in the rest of the state. The lightest shaded areas have a lower concentration (0.99% or less) of Native
American Indians or Alaskan Natives, and the darkest areas have a higher concentration (over 4.0%).
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MAP: Hispanic or Latino
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While Hispanics or Latinos in Michigan were 4.6 percent of the population statewide, the ethnic group
had a stronger concentration in the southwest areas of the State, with over 12 percent in Oceana County
(2014 ACS). The Hispanic and Latino population in the state grew from 2000 to 2014, from 323,877
persons to 457,109 in that time period — an increase of 41 percent (2000 Census, 2014 ACS). The lighter
shaded areas have a lower concentration of Hispanic or Latino residents, and the darker areas have a

higher concentration.

Diversity

The following map displays the Diversity Index ranking for counties throughout Michigan, based on data
from Policy Map. As Policy Map explains: “The diversity index is an index ranging from 0 to 87.5 that
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represents the probability that two individuals, chosen at random in the given geography, would be of
different races or ethnicities between 2009-2013. Lower index values between 0 and 20 suggest more
homogeneity and higher index values above 50 suggest more heterogeneity. Racial and ethnic diversity
can be indicative of economic and behavioral patterns. For example, racially and ethnically homogenous
areas are sometimes representative of concentrated poverty or concentrated wealth. They could also be
indicative of discriminatory housing policies or other related barriers.”

Lighter shaded counties carry lower Diversity Index scores (meaning less diverse), and darker shaded
counties carry higher scores (meaning more diverse). Southern areas of Michigan, especially the Metro
Detroit area (Wayne County), display a higher diversity index than the rest of the state, with the exception
of some counties in the Upper Peninsula. It should be noted that the map of the Diversity Index, while
valuable, does not provide a nuanced view beyond the county level. It is likely that within each county
there are areas of high segregation and low diversity.
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As seen in the map above Wayne County (Detroit Metro area) is more diverse than the rest of the state.
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TABLE: Racial and Ethnic Composition Comparison — Michigan to Wayne County

Race Michigan Wayne County
(Detroit Metro)

Total Population 9,889,024 1,790,078

Non-White 20.8% 46.9%

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DPO5)

While Michigan as a whole was 20.8 percent non-White, almost half of Wayne County (46.9%) was non-

White. The largest difference from a minority race group was Blacks or African Americans: the statewide

rate is 14 percent, but Wayne County was 39.7 percent Black or African American. All other minority race

groups fell within one (1) percent of the statewide percentage. As Wayne County (Detroit) is the primary

metro area and transportation hub in Michigan, the population in the county makes up 18.1 percent of

the total population of the state. The chart below displays visually the diversity comparison between

Wayne County and the state as a whole.
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Disability

According to 2014 ACS 5-Year estimates, 1,362,413 Michigan residents had a disability — 13.9 percent of
the total state population, which is 1.6 percent higher than the national rate. In addition to barriers such
as housing discrimination and the difficulty of finding accessible units, people with disabilities face
financial hardships at rates much higher than the average person. In Michigan, only 29.4 percent of
working age individuals with a disability were employed according to 2014 ACS estimates. The statewide
employment rate for persons without a disability was almost twice as high at 54.4 percent. Furthermore,
when disabled persons are employed they earn significantly less than the non-disabled. In 2014 the
median earnings for disabled persons in Michigan was $17,206, compared to $28,979 for those without a
disability. Unsurprisingly, the poverty rate among the state’s disabled was 24.1 percent — more than fifty
percent higher than the rate of 15.7% amongst the non-disabled (2010-2014 ACS). In light of these
depressed economic conditions, decent and affordable housing remains firmly out of the reach for a large
portion of the disabled population.

The table below provides data on the extent of disabilities amongst differing age cohorts for both the
United States and Michigan. Approximately 36.4 percent of elderly persons in the state had a disability —
a total of 510,356 elderly individuals with a disability. Among working age adults, a Michigan resident is
almost 19% more likely to have a disability.

TABLE: Disability and Age

United States % Michigan %
Persons with a disability 37,874,571 12.3% 1,362,413 13.9%
Population under 5 years 161,265 0.8% 5,161 0.9%
Population 5 to 17 years 2,830,108 5.3% 107,193 6.3%
Population 18 to 64 years 19,703,061 10.2% 739,703 12.1%
Population 65 years and over 15,180,137 36.3% 510,356 36.4%

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimated (S1810)
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Disability and Race

The following table provides data on the extent of disabilities among different racial and ethnic groups for

both the United States and Michigan. Every racial group in the state, except Asians, had a disability rate

higher than the national average.

TABLE: Disability and Race

United States % Michigan %

White 28,975,110 12.7% 1,055,280 13.6%
Black or African American 5,294,368 13.8% 236,378 17.6%
American Indian and Alaska Native | 408,497 16.3% 11,068 20.6%
Asian 1,029,256 6.6% 13,814 5.4%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific

islander 51,695 9.9% 342 17.6%
Some other race 1,132,429 7.8% 10,857 10.2%
Two or more races 983,216 11.0% 34,674 13.9%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 4,466,899 8.5% 44,119 9.8%

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (51810)

The next maps show the geographic distribution of people with disabilities, looking specifically at

unemployment, poverty, and age. The lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of disability, and

the darker areas have a higher concentration. The concentration of people with a disability was higher in

the northern areas of Michigan than the rest of the state — especially in Lake County and Montmorency

County where more than 25% of the population had a disability. The same pattern holds true for people

who, in addition to being disabled, are unemployed or living in poverty. Elderly people with a disability

are more concentrated in the northern portions of the state and in the eastern portion of the Upper

Peninsula.
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MAP: Persons with a Disability
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MAP: Unemployed with a Disability
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MARP: Living in Poverty with Disability
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MAP: Elderly with Disability
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Income

According to 2010-2014 American Community Survey figures, the median household income (MHI) in
Michigan was $49,087. This was below the national MHI of $53,482. The growth rate of the state’s MHI
between 2000 and 2014 (9.9%) was also much lower than the national average (27.4%).

TABLE: Median Household Income (MHI) - 2000 to 2014

% Change
2000 2009 2014
2000-2014
Michigan S44,667 $48,700 $49,087 9.9%
United States $41,994 $51,425 $53,482 27.4%

Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DP0O3)

According to the 2000 Census, Michigan actually had a higher MHI than the rest of the country, however
MHI has since increased at a much faster rate nationwide. In fact, since 2009, MHI in Michigan increased
less than one percent (0.8%), while MHI for the nation as a whole increased 4 percent. These trends can
be seen in the table below.

MHI Comparison: Michigan & the United States 2000-2014
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MAP: Median Household Income
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While the median household income in Michigan was $49,087, the range of MHI throughout the state
varied widely (2014 ACS). Livingston, Clinton, and Oakland counties had the highest MHI (560,000 or
more) and Lake County had the lowest MHI (529,999 or less). The lighter shaded areas have a lower MHI,
and the darker areas have a higher MHI.
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Income and Race

The 2014 statewide median household income was $49,087, but there was significant disparity among
racial and ethnic groups. Whites, the largest racial group in Michigan by far, had an MHI of $52,395 —
slightly higher than the state median. Asian households, at $73,809, earned significantly higher than the
state median. It has been documented by a Pew Research Center 2013 report, “The Rise of Asian
Americans,” that Asian-Americans are “more likely than the general public to live in multi-generational
family households. Some 28% live with at least two adult generations under the same roof, twice the
share of whites and slightly more than the share of African Americans and Hispanics who live in such
households.” This demographic trend may be contributing to the higher median household income
among Asian households, but further research would be needed to determine whether this or other
factors contribute to these results.

On average, Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders earned $47,147 — a little less than the state MHI.
All other races and ethnicities earned significantly less than the statewide MHI. Black and African
American households earned only $29,628 — just 66 percent of the state median. Hispanics or Latinos had
an MHI of $38,757 — still far below the state median. The following chart compares the 2014 median
income earned by households based on race and ethnic group.

Michigan Median Household Income by Race & Ethnicity
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Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (51903)

Data Note: The red line represents the statewide median household income of $49,087
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MAP: Median Household Income — White
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While the median household income for White households in Michigan was $52,395, MHI for the race
group was generally higher in the southern areas of the state (2014 ACS). White households in Livingston
County and Oakland County had a MHI higher than $65,000 per year. The lighter shaded areas have a
lower MHI, and the darker areas have a higher MHI.
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MAP: Median Household Income - Black or African American
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While the median household income for Black or African American households in Michigan was $29,628,
the range of MHI for the race group throughout the state varied widely (2014 ACS). There are pockets of
higher MHI ($60,000 or above) scattered throughout the state —including Marquette County in the Upper
Peninsula, Cheboygan and losco counties in the north, Mason and Montcalm counties in Central Michigan,
and Livingston County in Southeast Michigan. The lighter shaded areas have a lower MHI, and the darker
areas have a higher MHI.
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MAP: Median Household Income — Asian
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Asian households earned significantly higher than the state median at $73,809, however the range of MHI
for the ethnic group throughout the state varied widely (2014 ACS). The lighter shaded areas have a lower
MHI, and the darker areas have a higher MHI. Note that a substantial number of counties have insufficient
data (i.e. an inadequate number of Asian households to provide statistically valid results).
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MAP: Median Household Income — American Indian and Alaskan Native
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While the median household income for American Indian and Alaskan Natives in Michigan was $37,217,
the range of MHI for the ethnic group throughout the state varied widely (2014 ACS). The highest MHIs
for American Indian and Alaskan Native households were in Presque Isles County in the northern Lower
Peninsula and Livingston, Clinton, Barry, Eaton and Branch counties in South Michigan. The lighter shaded
areas have a lower MHI, and the darker areas have a higher MHI.
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MAP: Median Household Income — Hispanic or Latino
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While the median household income for Hispanic or Latino households in Michigan was $38,757, the
range of MHI for the ethnic group throughout the state varied widely (2014 ACS). The highest MHIs for
Hispanic or Latino households were in Dickinson and Menominee counties in the Upper Peninsula. The
lighter shaded areas have a lower MHI, and the darker areas have a higher MHI. It is worth noting that
the counties with the highest median incomes among Hispanic households are also among the counties
with the lower percentage of Hispanic households, so while these counties may have relatively high
Hispanic median incomes, they do not represent very many Hispanic households.
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Poverty

Poverty is linked closely to unemployment and housing instability. When a person is unable to find suitable
employment, their chances of living in poverty are much greater than those who have gainful
employment. Living in poverty can have devastating health effects on individuals and families, because
without financial stability it is difficult to have the time or resources to take care of health problems before
they become emergencies. Research by Gallup found that living in poverty increased the risk of
depression, asthma, obesity, diabetes, high blood pressure, and heart attacks.’ Poverty has a devastating
effect on the children, as well as adults. Research conducted in Canada and published in the “Pediatrics &
Child Health Journal” found a significant link between poverty and increased infant mortality, childhood
obesity, injuries, and mental health issues (which include high levels of aggression, emotional disorders
and anxiety, and hyperactivity, as well as physical aggression towards peers and authority figures.)*® These
health issues can have a large economic impact on the community due to the inability to pay by families
in poverty. Health issues are often ignored until they become devastating, which increases the cost of
treatment.

Given the considerable consequences of poverty on the family and the community, it is important for
Michigan to address these issues. According to 2010-2014 American Community Survey figures, the
poverty rate for all individuals in Michigan was 16.9 percent. This was slightly higher than the national
rate of 15.6 percent and the highest in the region. From 2000 to 2014 the poverty rate in Michigan
increased 61 percent, but during the same time period the national poverty rate grew only 26 percent.
The only state in the area that saw a larger increase in poverty was Indiana with 63.2 percent.

TABLE: Poverty Rate - 2000 to 2014

2000 2009 2014 % Change

2000-2014

United States 12.4% 13.5% 15.6% 25.8%
Wisconsin 8.7% 11.1% 13.3% 52.9%
Indiana 9.5% 13.2% 15.5% 63.2%
Ohio 10.6% 13.6% 15.9% 50.0%
lllinois 10.7% 12.4% 14.4% 31.8%
Michigan 10.5% 14.5% 16.9% 61.0%
Source: 2000 Census DP-3, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Yr Estimates S1703, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates S1701

° http://www.gallup.com/poll/158417/poverty-comes-depression-illness.aspx
10 http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2528796/
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The chart below displays the information from the previous table. In it you can see that Michigan, which
was similar to the rest of the region and had a poverty rate lower than the country in 2000, has seen the
poverty rate increase substantially and become higher in 2014 than the other states in the region or the
nation as a whole.
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MAP: People in Poverty
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Although the statewide poverty rate in Michigan was 16.9 percent, poverty was not evenly distributed
throughout the state (2014 ACS). Lake, Clare, and Isabella counties in the center of the state experienced
a higher poverty rate than the rest of the state at over 25 percent. The lighter shaded areas have a lower
poverty rate, and the darker areas have a higher poverty rate.
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MAP: Single Parent Families with Children in Poverty
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Single parent families had a much higher rate of poverty than families with two parents. It is more difficult
for a single parent to provide the resources necessary to escape poverty. Within this subset some counties
experienced poverty at significantly higher rates than others. Lake County and Clare County had a poverty
rate of over 60 percent for single headed families with children. The lighter shaded areas have a lower
poverty rate, and the darker areas have a higher poverty rate.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016)

53



MAP: Single Female Headed Families with Children in Poverty
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When the single parent is female, the level of poverty increases. The concentration of single female-
headed families with children in poverty is higher in some northern Lower Peninsula and Upper Peninsula
counties than other areas of the state. Like the previous two maps looking at poverty, there is also a high
poverty level among single female-headed families with children in the central Michigan counties of Lake,
Osceola, Clare, and Arenac. The lighter shaded areas have a lower poverty rate, and the darker areas have

a higher poverty rate.
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Poverty and Race

While the 2014 statewide poverty rate (all people) was 16.9 percent, there was a significant disparity
among differing racial and ethnic groups. Whites (13.3%) and Asians (14.3%) had a lower poverty rate
than the statewide rate. In contrast, 34.7 percent of Black and African American households were below
the poverty level —more than double the state rate —and approximately 28.1 percent of Hispanic or Latino
households experienced poverty. All other races and ethnicities experienced poverty rates higher than
the statewide rate. The following chart visually compares the 2014 poverty rate by households of differing
racial and ethnic groups.
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Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (51701)

Data Note: The red line represents the statewide poverty rate of 16.9 percent.
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MAP: Poverty Rate —
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While the statewide poverty rate for White persons was 13.3 percent, the poverty rate for the race group
varied widely throughout the state. Lake County, Clare County and lIsabella County experienced the
highest poverty rates in the state. The lighter shaded areas have a lower poverty rate, and the darker
areas have a higher poverty rate.
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MAP: Poverty Rate — Black or African American
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While the statewide poverty rate for Black or African American persons was 34.7 percent, the poverty

rate for the race group varied widely throughout the state. The lighter shaded areas have a lower poverty

rate, and the darker areas have a higher poverty rate. There are pockets scattered across the state where

the poverty rate for Blacks or African Americans is over 50 percent, with a particularly heavy concentration

in the Upper Peninsula.

When looking at this data there are two counties that warrant further analysis. Marquette and Mason

county both have high levels of African-American individuals living in poverty, 56.0% and 50.3%,

respectively. Yet, these two counties also have an incredibly high Median Household Income for African-

American Families. Marquette County has an African-American MHI of $62,708 and Mason County has an

African-American MHI of $70,625. One major cause of this discrepancy is the incredibly small African-

American population in both of these counties. In Marquette County, there are only 277 individuals who

identify as Black or African-American, that is only 0.44%. Mason County is similar with only 160 individuals

who identify as Black or African-American, which makes up only 0.57%. When population figures are this

small it only takes a few individuals to skew the data. For example, both Mason and Marquette County
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have highly lucrative mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction industries that have a median earnings
of over $80,000, which is 3-4 times the median earnings in each county for the population as a whole.

Additionally, both counties host Coast Guard facilities which, given the diversity within the federal work

force and strong salaries, may be the source of this statistical paradox.

MAP: Poverty Rate — Asian
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While the statewide poverty rate for Asian persons was 14.3 percent, the poverty rate for the race group

varied widely throughout the state with many areas experiencing over 25 percent poverty rate. The lighter
shaded areas have a lower poverty rate, and the darker areas have a higher poverty rate.
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MAP: Poverty Rate — American Indian and Alaskan Native
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While the statewide poverty rate for American Indian and Alaskan Native persons was 25.2 percent, the
poverty rate for the race group varied widely throughout the state with many areas experiencing over 40
percent poverty rate. The lighter shaded areas have a lower poverty rate, and the darker areas have a

higher poverty rate.
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MAP: Poverty Rate — Hispanic or Latino
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While the statewide poverty rate for Hispanic or Latino persons was 28.1 percent, the poverty rate for the
race group varied widely throughout the state with many areas experiencing over 40 percent poverty rate.
The lighter shaded areas have a lower poverty rate, and the darker areas have a higher poverty rate.
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Unemployment

Unemployment can have devastating effects on both the individual members and the overall economy of
a community. When a person is out of work, it forces them to reduce spending, deplete their savings (if
any exist), and often use public resources to cover housing and living expenses. This additional use of
public resources, if extended, can put a drain on an already struggling tax base, which could require either
raising taxes or reducing services elsewhere to compensate. If unemployment persists for extended
periods of time it can have cascading negative effects.

For example, at the individual level unemployment can be the first in a string of unfortunate dominos that
end in homelessness. Lack of income can quickly lead to foreclosure. The longer someone is unemployed
the more difficult it is for them to find a job, even as the economy recovers. Long periods of
unemployment have also been linked to an increased rate of depression, substance abuse, household
turmoil, and a heightened risk of suicide!. These health issues can prevent an individual from finding work
when it is available and strain the limited resources available provided by a social safety net. Over time
this situation results in homelessness for many — especially those with other risk factors such as lack of
savings, substance abuse problems, lack of a family support network, etc. Due to the interrelated nature
of these variables, the path between unemployment and homelessness can be surprisingly direct.

On the community level, extended unemployment can lead to population decline as people migrate away
looking for economic opportunities elsewhere. This situation has the potential for vicious feedback loops
to materialize: a shrinking population means a shrinking tax base which can result in reduced public
services, decreased infrastructure investment, and a lower quality of life across the board. This in turn
makes it even more difficult to attract the new business investment needed to combat the underlying
unemployment problem.

Michigan was hit particularly hard by the economic recession of the early 21 Century. In 2000, Michigan’s
unemployment rate was similar to that of the other states in the region and the country as a whole.
Recovery has been slow everywhere, but Michigan lags behind the region. According to 2010-2014
American Community Survey figures, the unemployment rate for all individuals in Michigan was 11.4
percent.? This was more than two percent higher than the national rate of 9.2 percent and several
percentage points higher than most other states in the region. From 2000 to 2014 the unemployment rate
in Michigan increased 226.5 percent; during the same time period the national unemployment rate grew
148.6 percent.

11 Suicide Prevention Resource Center,

http://www.sprc.org/sites/default/files/migrate/library/Economy Unemployment and Suicide 2008.pdf

12 The Unemployment Rate as determined by the ACS varies significantly from the one determined by the Bureau
of Labor and Statistics (BLS). ACS data was utilized in this report to keep source consistency throughout the
document. This is due to significant differences in data collection, residency rules, the wording of questions, etc. A
complete explanation of the differences between these two sources can be found at the US Census website:
https://www.census.gov/people/laborforce/publications/ACS-CPS Comparison Report.pdf
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TABLE: Unemployment - 2000 to 2014

2000 2009 2014 % Change

2000-2014

United States 3.7% 7.2% 9.2% 148.6%
Wisconsin 3.2% 6.1% 7.2% 125%
Indiana 3.3% 7.7% 8.8% 166.7%
Ohio 3.2% 8.0% 9.2% 187.5%
lllinois 3.9% 8.0% 10.0% 101.6%
Michigan 3.7% 10.4% 11.4% 226.5%
Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DP03)

The next two charts visualize employment data over time. The first chart displays the information from
the table above. Michigan stands out as an outlier with relatively high unemployment in the region. The
second chart shows change in employment between years. This data comes from the Bureau of Labor and
Statistics (BLS), and again Michigan has the sharpest decline in employment during the early 2000s
recession, as well as the recession in 2006.

Unemployment Rates

12.00%
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8.00%
6.00%
4.00%
=l
0.00%
2000 2009 2014
M United States B Wisconsin Indiana ®Ohio M lllinois W Michigan

Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (DP03)
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Annual Change in Employment (Region)
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In 2000, 4,976,000 people were employed in
Michigan, but when the recession hit the
employment numbers declined every year until
beginning a slow recovery in 2011. In 2010, the
lowest point since 2000, Michigan had 4,194,000
employed (a loss of 782,000 jobs). By 2014 over
200,000 more people are employed but that is still
significantly less than 2000.

TABLE: Employment Numbers — Michigan

Year Employed (mil)
2000 4.976
2001 4.855
2002 4.702
2003 4.667
2004 4.706
2005 4.739
2006 4.721
2007 4.659
2008 4.529
2009 4.234
2010 4.194
2011 4.198
2012 4.244
2013 4.306
2014 4.402

Source: Michigan Department of Technology,

Management, and Budget
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MAP: Unemployment
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The statewide unemployment rate was 11.4 percent, but unemployment varied throughout the state
(2014 ACS). The lighter shaded areas have a lower unemployment rate, and the darker areas have a higher
rate. Unemployment is higher in the northern Michigan than in the rest of the state — particularly in
Cheboygan, Montmorency, Oscoda, Roscommon, losco, Schoolcraft, Wayne, and Clare counties.
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When we break unemployment rates into regions
we see that some areas have greater rates of
unemployment than others. The following table
looks at the unemployment rate in Michigan by
region. This helps paint a clearer picture of which
areas are dealing with the highest rates of
unemployment. Region 3, in the northeast corner
of the Lower Peninsula, has the highest overall
rate in the state with 13.8 percent. The lowest
unemployment rate is Region 7 in the lower
central with 9.4 percent, but Region 2 (9.7%) and
Region 9 (9.8%) are close.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016)

TABLE: Unemployment Rate by Region

Region Unemployment Rate
Region 1 10.3%
Region 2 9.7%
Region 3 13.8%
Region 4 10.5%
Region 5 11.5%
Region 6 12.2%
Region 7 9.4%
Region 8 10.5%
Region 9 9.8%

Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2009-
2014, 52301
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MAP: Labor Force

It
Legend Keweenaw e,
4
|
Year \
2013 N
- Hancocks \
Variable : \
Yo loughton H
= \
1
. Baraga \
Insufficient Data J Marquette
49.99% or less -~ R . i
Munising Hentiod
50.00% - 54.99% r . o B
g e
56.00% - 59.95% | - Iron | L7
0 o Vilas : ] | e J
B 50.00% - 64.95% L E N | oolerat T g
Il 55.00% or more Flme"'nm ] ! F %9
Shaded by County, 2010 Price OReigander . . 1 (Cheboygan
Source: Census Tomariaw Menominee| 5 Presque
of 1oscehyeboygan Rog."r"ls'le
Lincoln =
TRF Marinette Cf)
policymap | mweweg ) | e &
[ - g . Door
— Wausau Gcontossy, L cy. Alpena
Marathon . . I Sturgeon| Bay, e
{ —Shawano ] / E us T3
lark L Wisconsina=Cintonvile, Alcona
leillsvil L Green Bay
i -
—_ Wood JPortag — N
on Appletor Eas'lTa“Iosco
§1—. Mzt
Waushara Manitowoc
Termah —fhe et R New olste)in Arenac, .
nroe -
aieton J - - 7 el
B Marquette Py L boygan .
i| [ du'Lac Sheboygan 1' uBay
S, 1 i 1311 TusCola I
e r ue m e ¥a & Sandusk
Columbial West B d_j § o Jrian = - 2ginawi =Y,
ichland SauksBu'Sac "“' nDodge ['\l. Ozaukee, - 2! !1M e 7Sagin°-a\w anilec
hcbe iaterioo AW s ontcalThigan
d 3 : -
MadisoiDane; o | Milwaukee (Gran IR apids, SHUanns, Flint | apeer| Sarmia | =
| [T e —— Milwaukes Kent . 5 :
:t —~ (M- _~] Ottawal lonia-{Clinton Gen-fsee o E\aur 402
i, m 3 Holland] StClair
Lat Green RIO(k” /‘ 'qﬁ_é?:'i-ne ] .ylanu Lansmg Eowleryille] B@ﬁ.-fora y :l;-
v b g Renosha Allegan) 216330} Bary lERELingham) S el v A A
e T T = 12 Chatham:Kent
;. (=3 ANNTATDOTS =
Jo'Daviess Freepowinnebage  -McHen silake Kalamazg ¥ ¥
‘ksn% - et Ty ‘.I%ke ? e/ 11 BLITEN 0 Calhoun Ja:k'a'ksn?"HWasmlmaw')e‘erH
LETIL l el E/aneEn Leamington
jCancl Ogle |l | 4 “ . Bermien THreeTRl L Hillsdalg .
lintolinton Kalb| Arors Chicago 31] CassStioseph [ Lijji5aldllenawoe} Monroe
gl Mhitaside} Loe i mm ) Fegleels Spuith Bend l Tolédo,
3 " Angola IEucas Cuyahog:
A x . o sha e Celta E) - sUyatlog;
cott Men Joligt Elkhart: f B ~— Cleveland 4
kfﬁ |_ Wil Lanis Bremen W BTy, - ~s2ndlErie filarain
LI heinyt-Bureau ;-.Sﬂe_,T retort \ = H Bonjng e _‘_-1 - I
2da Galv LaSalle r— Kosciusho ( — =4
er L1 Heniy Kanikakas — JFD'T-W‘a @ Huron
LT | wiocen Allery 1 Eindiay]] Seneca jiiul

The map above shows labor force participation of the population. To a partial degree, it is the opposite
side of unemployment and, unsurprisingly, areas with high unemployment have low labor participation.
While there are some areas in northern Michigan that have a large percentage of the population in the
labor force, there is a higher percentage of the population in the labor force in the southern areas of the

state. The lighter shaded areas have a lower percent of the population in the labor force, and the darker
shades have a higher percent.

The next table outlines the labor statistics in Michigan by Industry. The largest industry by far is Education
and Health Care Services with 24.1 percent. The second largest job-producing industry is Manufacturing
with 17.4 percent, followed by Retail Trade by at 11.4 percent. Many industries are within 1-2 percent of
the national representation, though some key industries do stand out. Michigan has a significantly larger
Manufacturing sector, while the state has smaller sectors in Construction and Professional, scientific,
management, administrative. It should be noted that according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
fastest growing sector in the United States is Education and Health Care Services — particularly jobs in
Health Care Services — while over this period Manufacturing was the most rapidly declining sector.
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TABLE: Business by Sector

Industry Number of | Share of | Number of | Share of
Workers Workers Workers Workers
United States Michigan

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, mining 2,807,292 2.0% 56,755 1.3%
Construction 8,843,718 6.2% 204,227 4.8%
Manufacturing 14,955,235 10.4% 746,413 17.4%
Wholesale trade 3,937,598 2.7% 105,437 2.5%
Retail trade 16,598,718 11.6% 491,344 11.4%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 7,066,666 4.9% 176,791 4.1%
Information 3,064,078 2.1% 68,697 1.6%
Finance and insurance, real estate, rental, leasing 9,467,555 6.6% 236,416 5.5%
Professional, scientific, management,
administrative 15,618,627 10.9% 398,271 9.3%
Educational services, health care, social assistance | 33,297,237 23.2% 1,036,163 24.1%
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation 13,610,162 9.5% 406,413 9.5%
Other services, except public administration 7,112,579 5.0% 206,631 4.8%
Public administration 7,055,768 4.9% 160,016 3.7%
Total 143,435,233 - 4,293,574 -
Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (DP03)
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Unemployment and Race

While the 2014 statewide unemployment rate was 11.4 percent, there was a significant disparity among
differing racial and ethnic groups. Whites (9.6%) and Asians (6.9%) had unemployment rates below the
statewide level. All other races and ethnicities had higher unemployment rates. Black and African
American individuals had an unemployment rate of 22.9 percent — twice the statewide rate. Hispanics and
Latinos also experienced a higher unemployment rate at 14.2 percent. The following chart visually
compares the 2014 unemployment rate by differing racial and ethnic groups.

Michigan Unemployment Rate by Race & Ethnicity
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Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (52301)

Data Note: The red line represents the statewide unemployment rate of 11.4 percent.
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Transportation

According to 2010-2014 American Community Survey figures, the mean travel time to work in Michigan

was 24.1 minutes. This was less than the national mean travel time of 25.7 minutes. In terms of how

people get to work, driving a vehicle alone is by far the most popular form of transportation in the state

with 82.7 percent of the labor force using personal vehicles. The national rate is of 76.4 percent. The

second most common method for commuting is carpooling, with 8.9 percent. This is roughly consistent

with the national rate of 9.6 percent. All other methods fall within one percent of the national averages

except one where Michigan varies significantly from the national rates — Public Transportation. In

Michigan, only 1.4 percent use this method compared to 5.1 percent of the nation as a whole.

TABLE: Commuting to Work (Method)

(minutes)

United States % Michigan %
Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 107,990,698 76.4% 3,472,512 82.7%
Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 13,554,363 9.6% 371,773 8.9%
Public transportation (excluding

. 7,157,671 5.1% 59,087 1.4%

taxicab)
Walked 3,932,118 2.8% 91,329 2.2%
Other means 2,530,707 1.8% 52,149 1.2%
Worked at home 6,171,591 4.4% 152,941 3.6%
Mean travel time to work

25.7 24.1

Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Yr Estimates (DP03)
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MAP: Average Travel Time to Work
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While the mean travel time to work in Michigan was 24.1 minutes, some areas still experience over 30

minutes of average travel time to work, especially in the north and in the areas surrounding the Metro

Detroit area. The lightest blue shaded areas represent where travel time is less and travel time increases

as the shades become darker.
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MAP: Commute Longer Than One Hour
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Similarly, in some areas of Michigan, a larger percentage of workers experience a commute to work longer
than one hour, mainly the areas north of Metro Detroit. The lightest shades represent areas where a
smaller percent of the population commutes over one hour to work, and that percentage increases as the
shades become darker.
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MAP: Drive to Work
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Approximately 82.7 percent of the workers in Michigan drive to work, and there are only a handful of
areas where there are fewer workers driving to work than others — of note Ingham and Washtenaw
Counties, both of which house major state universities and have relatively robust bus-based transit
systems. The lightest shades represent areas where a smaller percent of the population drives to work,
and that percentage increases as the shades become darker.
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Veterans

According to the 2010-2014 American Community Survey figures, there were 648,273 veterans living in
Michigan. Of those, approximately 94.2 percent were male and approximately 5.8 percent were female.
Michigan veterans had higher incomes than the state’s civilian population (over 18 and with an income,
with veterans having a median income $34,217 compared to the $24,642 of non-veterans). The state’s
veterans are more likely to have graduated high school but less likely to have a bachelor’s degree than
non-veterans. Approximately 91.4 percent of the state’s veterans have at least a high school diploma or
equivalent, compared to 89 percent of non-veterans. On the other hand, approximately 20.5 percent of
veterans had a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 27 percent of non-veterans. Veterans and non-
veterans in Michigan experienced similar unemployment rates in 2014, with veterans at 11.5 percent and
non-veterans at 11.2 percent. The disability rate among the state’s veterans (approximately 28.8%) is
almost double the rate of non-veterans (15.7%). (Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey
5-Yr Estimates $S2101)

TABLE: Veteran Status
United States United States Michigan Michigan
Veteran non-Veteran Veteran non-Veteran

Veterans (percent) 8.7% 91.3% 8.5% 91.5%
Male 92.4% 44.3% 94.2% 44.2%
Female 7.6% 55.7% 5.8% 55.8%
Age — 65 to 74 years 22.4% 8.9% 23.7% 9.2%
Age — 75 years and older | 22.7% 6.6% 24.5% 7.0%
Median Income 37,466 26,214 34,217 24,642
Unemployment Rate 8.2% 9.1% 11.5% 11.2%
Below Poverty

i 7.0% 14.3% 7.7% 15.5%
(in past 12 months)
With any Disability 27.0% 13.8% 28.8% 15.7%
Graduated High School 29.3% 27.9% 32.9% 29.9%
Some College 36.6% 28.2% 38.0% 32.1%
Bachelor’s Degree or

. 26.6% 29.5% 20.5% 27.0%
higher
Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (52101)
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MAP: White Veterans
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There is a much higher concentration of White veterans in the northern areas of Michigan in comparison
to the rest of the state. The lightest shades represent areas with a smaller percent of White veterans, and
that percentage increases as the shades become darker.
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MAP: Black or American African Veterans
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Similarly, there is a higher concentration of Black or African American veterans in the northern areas of
Michigan in comparison to the rest of the state, with the exception of Van Buren and St. Joseph counties
in southwest Michigan. The lightest shades represent areas with a smaller percent of Black or African
American veterans, and that percentage increases as the shades become darker.
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MAP: Asian Veterans
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The concentration of Asian veterans varied across the state. The lightest shades represent areas with a
smaller percent of Asian veterans, and that percentage increases as the shades become darker.
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MAP: Hispanic or Latino Veterans
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The concentration of Hispanic or Latino veterans varied throughout the state. The lightest shades
represent areas with a smaller percent of Hispanic or Latino veterans, and that percentage increases as

the shades become darker.
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Housing Profile
Housing Type & Size

Housing in the State of Michigan is changing. Since 2000, the number of 1-unit detached structures has
increased by nearly 300,000 and the number of 1-unit attached structures has increased by nearly 50,000.
In the same time period there has been a noticeable reduction in the amount of 2-unit and Mobile Home
structures in the state. The majority of this shift happened between 2000 and 2009.

According to the 2010-2014 American Community Survey estimates, 1-unit detached structures made up
the largest percent of types of unit in Michigan at 72 percent (3,262,082 units). The second largest unit
type in the state, Mobile Homes, make up only 5.4 percent (245,882 units) of the total structures and 20
or More Unit properties come in a close third with 5.0 percent (225,494 units). In addition to the growth
in the number of housing units, particularly 1-unit detached structures, there have been programs
implemented in Michigan to demolish dangerous and blighted homes. Studies have shown that the
destruction of such properties can increase property value and community safety.

One example of such a program is the Genesee Land Bank (GLB), which operates in Flint. The GLB was
formed in 2004 to respond to the tax foreclosure cycle within the county. One of the tools the GLB uses
to accomplish its mission is the demolition of blighted properties. The average cost of a demolition of a
house is $11,600 and since the GLB’s creation they have demolished 4,993 homes. Prior to demolishing a
residence, the GLB purchases the property and assesses its condition. If the buildings on the property are
found to be dangerous or structurally deficient the GLB demolish the buildings to free up the property for
better uses. Similarly, the City of Detroit has made aggressive use of federal funding to demolish vacant
and blighted homes, in July 2016 celebrating the 10,000 demolition since Mayor Mike Duggan took office
in 2014.

It should be noted that HUD’s definition of multifamily is a structure with more than four housing units;
1-4 unit structures are identified as “single family.” Given HUD’s definitions of single-family housing, the
data show that the most prevalent housing type in Michigan is overwhelmingly the single-family unit, with
81.9 percent of all housing in 2014. In 2000, 80.8 percent of all housing units in Michigan were single-
family.
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TABLE: Residential Properties by Type & Number of Units

2000 2009 2014

Property Type Number % Number % Number %
1-unit detached structure | 2,988,818 70.6% 3,242,128 | 71.7% 3,262,082 72.0%
1-unit, attached structure | 164,910 3.9% 203,531 4.5% 211,262 4.7%
2 units 146,414 3.5% 128,692 2.8% 116,964 2.6%
3 or 4 units 118,067 2.8% 119,212 2.6% 116,039 2.6%
5-9 units 169,946 4.0% 186,287 4.1% 190,503 4.2%
10-19 units 144,848 3.4% 164,404 3.6% 163,537 3.6%
20 or more units 216,573 5.1% 214,497 4.7% 225,494 5.0%
Mobile Home 277,158 6.5% 263,016 5.8% 245,882 5.4%
Boat, RV, van, etc. 7,545 0.2% 833 0.0% 956 0.0%
Total 4,234,279 - 4,522,600 - 4,532,719 -

Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04

According to the 2010-2014 ACS, 1-unit detached structures are the most common housing units by far in

the country with 61.7 percent of all property types.

In Michigan, the percentage of 1-unit detached

structures is 72 percent — more than 10 points higher than the national average. When compared to the
three states that border Michigan, the percentage of 1-unit detached structures is also higher than the
country as a whole making this property type more prevalent in this region of the country.

TABLE: Percentage of Housing Property Type, 1-unit detached structure — 2014 National

Comparison
United L. . . . .
Property Type Michigan Indiana Ohio Wisconsin
States
1-unit detached structure 61.7% 72.0% 72.7% 68.5% 66.6%
Data Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04
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Housing Unit Size

Since 2000, the average housing unit size in Michigan has not changed much. There has been a small shift
towards larger houses, but the shift is not dramatic. The number of no-bedroom, one-bedroom, and two-
bedroom houses decreased slightly, while three-bedroom, four-bedroom, and 5- or more bedroom
houses saw a slight increase. Three bedroom units make up the largest portion of the state’s housing stock
by far (43.9% of all units, up from 43.2% in 2000). The second largest housing size is two bedroom units
at 26.3 percent — down from 27.6 percent in 2000. At 12.8 percent of the housing stock, four-bedroom
units account for the third largest housing size in Michigan. The table below compares unit sizes from
2000 to 2014.

Table: Housing Units by Size
2000 2009 2014

Number % Number % Number %
No bedroom 67,653 1.6% 43,861 1.0% 61,309 1.4%
1 bedroom 449,950 10.6% 415,760 9.2% 412,938 9.1%
2 bedrooms 1,170,076 27.6% 1,213,898 26.8% 1,193,551 26.3%
3 bedrooms 1,830,583 43.2% 1,990,872 44.0% 1,991,378 43.9%
4 bedrooms 601,730 14.2% 707,517 15.6% 716,272 15.8%
5 or more bedrooms | 114,287 2.7% 150,692 3.3% 157,271 3.5%
Total Housing Units | 4,234,279 100.0% | 4,522,600 100.0% | 4,532,719 100.0%
Data Source: 2000 Census H041, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04

As noted above, there is a shift in housing size but the shift is relatively small. The chart below visualizes
the shift.
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HousING CONDITIONS

The table below compares the age of Michigan’s housing stock by year cohort with the same group in the
United States. The largest cohort in the state is units built between 1970 and 1979, comprising 15.5
percent of the state’s housing stock (701,671 units). The same cohort in the United States is the largest
at 15.8 percent of the national housing stock — nearly 21 million units.

TABLE: Year Unit Built

United States Michigan
Range Number % Number %
Built 2010 or later 1,315,426 1.0% 19,090 0.4%
Built 2000 to 2009 19,803,260 14.9% 466,547 10.3%
Built 1990 to 1999 18,512,067 14.0% 584,962 12.9%
Built 1980 to 1989 18,346,272 13.8% 450,502 9.9%
Built 1970 to 1979 20,978,482 15.8% 701,671 15.5%
Built 1960 to 1969 14,626,326 11.0% 552,261 12.2%
Built 1950 to 1959 14,374,462 10.8% 698,088 15.4%
Built 1940 to 1949 7,119,373 5.4% 367,451 8.1%
Built 1939 or earlier 17,665,365 13.3% 692,147 15.3%
Total 132,741,033 100.0% 4,532,719 100.0%
Data Source: American Community Survey 2010-2014 5 Year Estimates B25034

The State of Michigan and the United States share the same largest age cohort (built between 1970 and
1979), but housing in Michigan tends to be older than the country as a whole. The chart below displays
the percentage of homes built in each year with a linear trend line. Michigan’s housing stock shows a
negative trend line, and the majority of the population of Michigan (51%) lives in homes that were built
before 1970. In the United States as a whole, a majority of the population (59.5%) lives in homes that
were built after 1970. The final cohort (Built 2010 or later) was removed from the chart below because it
is an incomplete decade, but housing units within that cohort in Michigan are less than half the rate of
housing units in the United States as a whole.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 81



Age of Housing: Michigan and the United States
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MAP: Median Year Built
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The map above shows the median year built for housing units by county. Gogebic and Houghton counties
in the western portion of the Upper Peninsula have the oldest housing in the state. The lightest purple
shaded areas represent where the median year built (MYB) for housing units was 1954 or before, and light

purple shaded areas show where MYB is between 1955 and 1964. The medium purple shaded areas
represent where MYB is between 1965 and 1974. The darker purple shaded areas represent where MYB
is between 1975 and 1984 and the darkest purple shaded areas represent where MYB is 1985 or

afterwards.
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY CHARACTERISTICS

The table below compares renter and owner occupancy data in Michigan for 2000, 2009, and 2014.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY

TABLE: Housing Occupancy
2000 2009 % 2014 % %
Change Change | Change
Number % Number % AL Number % ALLES L

2009 2014 2014

Total

Unit 4,234,279 | 100% | 4,522,600 | 100% 6.8% 4,532,719 100% 0.2% 7.0%

nits

Occupied

Unit 3,785,661 | 89.4% | 3,860,160 | 85.4% 2.0% 3,827,880 | 84.4% -0.8% 11.2%

nits

Owner

Occupied 2,793,124 | 73.8% | 2,879,917 | 74.6% 3.1% 2,738,012 | 71.5% -4.9% -2.0%

Units

Renter

Occupied 992,537 | 26.2% | 980,243 25.4% -1.2% 1,089,868 | 28.5% 11.2% 9.8%

Units

Data Source: Census 2000 QT-H1, ACS 2005-2009 5-Year Estimates DP04, ACS 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates DP04

Between 2000 and 2014, the number of housing units increased by nearly 300,000, but the number of
occupied housing units only increased by approximately 42,000. This gap has led to a decrease in the
percentage of occupied units from 89.4 percent in 2000 to 84.4 percent in 2014. This reduction was almost
exclusively in owner-occupied housing. Owner-occupied housing units saw both a relative decrease from
73.8 percent to 71.5 percent of the occupied housing, as well as a decrease in real numbers from
2,793,124 to 2,738,012. Renter-occupied housing, on the other hand, grew from 26.2 percent to 28.5
percent of the occupied housing units, which was in an increase of nearly 100,000 units. These shifts are
even more dramatic when looking at the period of 2009-2016 where owner-occupied units, which had
increased from 2000, declined by nearly 142,000 with a commensurate increase of rental units during the
same timer period of nearly 110,000 units. It is likely that much of that shift has been due to the
foreclosure crisis and conversion of single-family homes from owner-occupied to rental.
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Owner-occupied housing is more prevalent than renter-occupied housing in Michigan and generally as
well in the rest of the country. Approximately 71.5 percent of occupied units in the state are owner-
occupied. This is higher than the national rate, and higher than the three states that border Michigan.

TABLE: Homeownership Rate — 2014 National Comparison

. United o . . ; .
Housing Tenure Michigan | Indiana Ohio Wisconsin
States
Owner-occupied 64.4% 71.5% 69.5% 66.9% 67.7%
Renter-occupied 35.6% 28.5% 30.5% 33.1% 32.3%

Data Source: 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimates DP04

A higher owner-occupied housing rate in Michigan as compared to the rest of the country can be partially
explained by the prevalence of single detached housing property types in urban metro areas, most notably
Detroit, in a comparison to other large metro areas in the Midwest region and in the country. Single-
detached housing property types traditionally cater to homeownership and are less amenable for the
renting population, which includes individuals and small households. The chart below displays a
comparison of the percentage of single-detached housing property types in Detroit as compared to other
large cities in the Midwest region.

Single-Detached Property Type Comparison (%)

Detroit, Ml 65.7

Indianapolis, IN
Cleveland, OH
Columbus, OH

Minneapolis, MN

Milwaukee, WI

Chicago, IL

Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates (DP04)

Data Note: Selected cities in the Midwest region with a population over 300,000.
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The map below depicts the residential vacancy rates by county for the state. Much of the Upper Peninsula

and northern Lower Peninsula had vacancy rates of over 30 percent in 2013. In the Upper Peninsula, only

Dickinson County had a vacancy rate below 20 percent. To some degree, the vacancy rates in these areas

are influenced by the many “Up North” cottages, cabins, and second homes, but other factors including

the relative decline in population are likely more significant. The lighter shaded areas have a lower vacancy

rate, and the darker areas have a higher vacancy rate.
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Construction Activity

The line graphs below depict the collapse of the housing market and very slow recovery between 2004
and 2013 throughout the State of Michigan. The first graph displays the steep decline in the number of
residential building permits issued each year between 2004 and 2013. In 2010 residential construction
started to improve, but the growth has been incredibly slow and still only a fraction of what it was in 2004.

Residential Construction Permits Issued
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This second graph details the precipitous drop in the total valuation of new construction building permits
each year during the same period. As with the residential construction permits, the total valuation of
residential building permits dropped sharply in 2004 and did not start to recover until 2010, but that
recovery has been slow and is incomplete.
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The “Missing Middle”

In order for a community to see economic growth and development, it is necessary to have diverse
housing options. Offering a variety of housing options allows communities to both attract, as well as
retain, talent. As people’s lives change they need to have new and varied housing options. Young talent
who come to a new city may not remain if they lack opportunities for housing in all stages of life, including
getting married, raising children, and retiring. Research has shown that many communities suffer from a
“missing middle” housing problem. There are generally a lot of housing options in medium or large
apartment complexes and single-unit detached structures in the suburbs, but there is not much between
those two extremes. Duplexes, townhouses, courtyard apartment complexes, and other similar housing
structures are often missing.

The following table shows the availability of different housing types within Michigan and its seven largest
cities. Five unit types are used to approximate the “missing middle” housing types: 1-unit attached, 2
units, 3 or 4 units, and 5 to 19 units. Sterling Heights has the highest availability of missing middle housing
options with 41.4 percent, followed by Ann Arbor with 35.8 percent, and Grand Rapids with 27.6 percent.
Flint has the lowest relative availability of missing middle homes with 13.2 percent.

TABLE: Housing Type Availability in the State of Michigan and Largest Cities
1-unit, 1-unit, 2 3o0ord | 5t09 10 to 20 or % “Missing
detached | attached | units | units units 19 more Middle”
units units Housing

Michigan 72.0% 4.7% 2.6% 2.6% 4.2% 3.6% 5.0% 14.2%
Detroit 65.7% 7.2% 7.5% 2.4% 2.3% 3.0% 11.4% 19.4%
Grand 58.4% 5.9% | 10.8% 6.2% 4.7% 4.5% 9.2% 27.6%
Rapids
Warren 75.4% 7.9% 0.7% 2.3% 6.4% 1.1% 3.6% 17.3%
Sterling 65.1% 10.5% 0.7% 3.0% 9.9% 2.4% 5.1% 41.4%
Heights
Lansing 63.6% 7.1% 3.1% 2.9% 5.3% 8.8% 7.8% 18.4%
Ann Arbor 41.9% 11.2% 4.4% 6.3% | 13.9% 8.8% 13.2% 35.8%
Flint 77.5% 2.3% 3.7% 3.4% 3.8% 2.8% 4.2% 13.2%
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2009-2014, DP04
Note: Total housing for each location does not equal 100% because two categories (Mobile Home and Boat/RV/Van)
have been removed from the table.

By looking at the population change within a city (both overall and for the working age demographic) we
can see if there is a correlation between the availability of “missing middle” households and attracting
and maintaining individuals. The table below looks at selected population changes in Michigan’s largest
cities and the size of the missing middle housing. The cities with the largest percentage of missing middle
housing options tend to have more positive population growth compared to cities with a lower percentage
of missing middle households. One city that stands out is Grand Rapids, which saw a total population
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decrease of 3.6 percent between 2000 and 2014, but saw an incredible increase of 32.3 percent in the
working age population.

TABLE: Selected Population Change Characteristics
Size of Missing Population Change Change in Working Age
Middle 2000-2014 Population Change 2000-
2014 (Age 18-64)
Sterling Heights 41.4% 4.9% 3.5%
Ann Arbor 35.8% 1.7% 1.7%
Grand Rapids 27.6% -3.6% 32.3%
Detroit 19.4% -26.9% -22.6%
Lansing 18.4% -4.0% -0.1%
Warren 17.3% -2.8% -0.5%
Flint 13.2% -19.5% -19.7%
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (2009-2014), DP02 and B01003; 2000 Decennial Census, DP-1
and DP-3

According to Dan Parolek, a nationally recognized expert in architecture, design, and urban planning, the
“missing middle” housing has four primary characteristics:

e A walkable context;

e Medium density but lower perceived density;
e Small footprint and blended densities; and

e Smaller, well-designed units.

“A walkable context” is considered the most important aspect of the missing middle. Individuals,
particularly Millennials, want to be able to travel to stores, gyms, recreation facilities, work, and social
environments without needing a car. A survey by The Rockefeller Foundation and Transportation for
America found that 54 percent of Millennials would consider moving to another city if it had better options
for getting around and 86 percent said that it was important for their city to offer opportunities to live
and work without relying on a car.*®* Millennials are also more willing to move to a new city, and even new
countries, if it will provide them with a better work-life balance.!* According to Global Workplace
Analytics, the regular work-at-home population has grown by 103 percent since 2005 and the rate of
employees who telecommute grew by 5.6 percent between 2013-2014.%> Michigan cities are competing
globally to attract talent and it is increasingly important to provide the infrastructure necessary to make
that happen.

One way to judge how friendly a city is to pedestrians is to look at the walk, bike, and transit score
published by Walk Score. Walk Score analyzes hundreds of routes and measures the distance to amenities
by various forms of transportation. The first table on the next page shows the scores for walking, biking,

13 http://www.citylab.com/housing/2014/05/what-millennials-wantand-why-cities-are-right-pay-them-so-much-

attention/9032/
1 https://hbr.org/2015/05/millennials-say-theyll-relocate-for-work-life-flexibility
15 http://globalworkplaceanalytics.com/telecommuting-statistics

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 89


http://www.citylab.com/housing/2014/05/what-millennials-wantand-why-cities-are-right-pay-them-so-much-attention/9032/
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2014/05/what-millennials-wantand-why-cities-are-right-pay-them-so-much-attention/9032/
https://hbr.org/2015/05/millennials-say-theyll-relocate-for-work-life-flexibility
http://globalworkplaceanalytics.com/telecommuting-statistics

and transit for Michigan’s largest cities, and the second shows scores for major cities that compete to
attract and retain people. Biking and Transit scores are not available for all cities.

TABLE: Non-Personal Vehicle Scores in Michigan

Size of Walk Score Bike Score Transit Score

Missing

Middle
Sterling 41.4% 31 N/A N/A
Heights
Ann Arbor 35.8% 50 74 a7
Grand Rapids 27.6% 55 55 N/A
Detroit 19.4% 55 55 38
Lansing 18.4% 42 52 N/A
Warren 17.3% 43 N/A N/A
Flint 13.2% 42 N/A N/A
Source: https://www.walkscore.com

TABLE: Non-Personal Vehicle Scores in Competing Cities

Size of Walk Score Bike Score Transit Score

Missing

Middle
New York, NY 37.2% 89 65 84
San Francisco, CA 44.9% 86 80 75
Boston, MA 56.4% 81 70 74
Philadelphia, PA 77.6% 78 68 67
Miami, FL 27.2% 78 60 59
Chicago, IL 45.5% 78 70 65
Washington DC 42.4% 77 69 71
Seattle, WA 17.9% 73 63 57
Oakland, CA 30.7% 72 61 55
Long Beach, CA 29.3% 69 66 N/A
Indianapolis, IN 25.3% 29 41 24
Cleveland, OH 37.1% 59 51 47
Columbus, OH 35.8% 40 47 31
Minneapolis, MN 21.2% 68 81 58
Milwaukee, WI 40.8% 61 NA 49
Source: https://www.walkscore.com, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2009-2014,
DP04

7 u

“Medium density but lower perceived density”, “small footprint and blended densities”, and “smaller,
well-designed units” are all interrelated characteristics of the buildings in the missing middle. The
buildings tend to have a density of 16 to 35 dwellings per acre, depending on the lot size and buildings
style. A variety of building types is also important to help foster a diverse community and provide options

for families that grow but wish to stay in the same neighborhood. As cities seek to develop more housing
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options, whether it is through expansion or through demolition and replacement of dilapidated units, it is
important to make sure missing middle housing units are constructed.

The economy of the world is changing rapidly and it is important for cities to adapt to those changes.
People have more options than ever when it comes to where they live, particularly in some of the fastest
growing economic sectors. In order to attract and maintain talent, cities must provide lots of housing and
lifestyle options, and that means filling in the “missing middle” housing gaps.

Housing Costs

The following section examines the housing costs for owners and renters across Michigan. The data tables
provide a comparison between the 2000 Census and the 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates. There are several instances where the ways in which the data were collected and/or reported
have changed between the two surveys. In each case, a data note is provided to clarify the data sets being
presented.

TABLE: Change in Cost of Housing

2000 2009 % Change 2014 % Change | % Change
2000-2009 2009-2014 | 2000-2014
Median Home Value | $115,600 $147,500 27.6% $120,200 -18.5% 4.0%
Median Gross Rent | $546 $709 29.9% $780 10.0% 42.9%

Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2005-2009 ACS 5-Year Estimate DP04, 2010-2014 ACS 5 Year Estimates DP04

Change in Cost of Housing
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The State of Michigan was hit particularly hard by the economic recession and the collapse of the
automobile industry, and this effect has trickled into the housing sector. The chart above illustrates the
rise and fall in home values during this period and the steep increase in rents. Median home values for
owner occupied homes have increased only 4 percent, but the median rent has increased by 42.9 percent
across the state. As detailed above, new unit production is only a fraction of what it once was and
occupancy rates have decreased, particularly for homeowners. There are a number of factors influencing
this incredibly slow growth. People have been leaving the state in record numbers, as evidenced by the -
0.5 percent population growth from 2000-2014 during a time when the United States had 11.6 percent
growth. An exodus on this level can flood the housing market and drive down home prices. Also, many
communities across the state have instituted programs to demolish vacant housing. For example, to help
combat the deterioration of neighborhoods, the Detroit Land Bank Authority began selling vacant lots,
also known as “side lots,” to adjacent neighbors for $100.%¢

The table and chart below compare 2000 and 2014 home value cohort data for the state. The general
trend over time is that lower value cohorts are accounting for smaller portions of the housing stock while
higher value cohorts are accounting bigger shares. However, this shift is slow-moving and not universal.
The number of homes valued at under $50,000 increased significantly in both real numbers and as a
proportion of the housing stock. This increase in low value homes could be a contributing factor to the

relatively low increase in median housing value in the state.

TABLE: Home Value—Owner Occupied Units

2000 2010-2014 ACS
Value Number % Number %
Less than $50,000 224,603 9.9% 431,825 15.8%
$50,000 to $99,999 711,648 31.4% 681,414 24.9%
$100,000 to $149,999 603,454 26.6% 551,567 20.1%
$150,000 to $199,999 339,716 15.0% 439,220 16.0%
$200,000 to $299,999 252,044 11.1% 371,874 13.6%
$300,000 to $499,999 104,079 4.6% 188,963 6.9%
$500,000 to $999,999 27,642 1.2% 57,303 2.1%
$1,000,000 or more 5,989 0.3% 15,846 0.6%
Total Units/Median Value 2,269,175 $115,600 2,738,012 $120,200
Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates DP04

16 http://www.buildingdetroit.org/our-programs/side-lot-sales/
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MAP: Median Home Value
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The map below displays the distribution of home values throughout Michigan. The counties surrounding
Wayne County had the highest median home value, but Wayne County itself had relatively low home
values. The Upper Peninsula also has low home values when compared to the rest of the state. The lighter

shaded areas have a lower median home value, and the value increases as the shade darkens.
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The table below compares 2000 and 2014 rent cohort data for Michigan. Like owner-occupied units
discussed above, the general trend over time is that lower rent cohorts are accounting for smaller portions
of the housing stock while higher rent cohorts are accounting for bigger shares. This is to be expected in
light of the 42.9 percent growth in median rent since 2000. In 2000, 43.5 percent of renters paid less than
$500, but by 2014 only 19.9 percent of renters were in those price cohorts.

TABLE: Rent Paid
2000 2010-2014

Number % of Renters Number % of Renters
No rent paid 42,766 4.4% 61,033 5.6%
Less than $200 53,844 5.5% 19,182 1.8%
$200-299 52,030 5.3% 39,926 3.7%
$300-499 275,832 28.3% 95,876 8.8%
$500-749 373,820 38.3% 316,871 29.1%
$750-999 122,289 12.5% 288,644 26.5%
$1,000-$1,499 42,865 4.4% 207,491 19.0%
$1,500 or more 12,867 1.3% 60,845 5.6%

Total Units Median Rent Total Units Median Rent

976,313 $531 1,089,868 $780
Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates DP04

Rent Paid (% of Renters)
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The map below shows the distribution of median rent throughout Michigan. The median rent for the state
was $780, but that figure varied across the state (2013 ACS). The lighter shades represent a lower median
rent, and the median rent increases as shades darken. The areas with the highest median rent

(5800/month or more) are in Leelanau and Grand Traverse counties on the shore of Lake Michigan and

the four counties surrounding Wayne County.

MAP: Median Rent
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

The table below compares 2000 Census and 2010-2014 ACS data on the monthly costs incurred by
homeowners in Michigan.'” By HUD’s definition, households paying in excess of 30 percent of their
household income towards housing costs (renter or owner) are said to be cost burdened.

TABLE: Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
2000 2010-2014 ACS
(all owners) (owners with mortgage)
Number % Number %
Less than 15% 947,804 41.8% - -
15to0 19% 416,803 18.4% - -
Less than 20% - - 717,379 41.4%
20 to 24% 297,909 13.1% 284,678 16.4%
25 to 29% 188,161 8.3% 194,544 11.2%
30to 35% 112,427 5.0% 129,789 7.5%
35% or more 288,961 12.7% 407,362 23.5%
Not computed 17,110 0.8% 8,380 -
Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates DP04

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME
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17 Note: the 2000 Census includes all owner households (even those without a mortgage and those where
calculations could not be made) in the percentages for each income range. However, the 2010-2014 ACS only
includes owners with a mortgage, where the calculations could be made, in the percentages for each income range.
Therefore, some of the increase between the 2000 Census and the 2010-2014 ACS can be attributed to the change
in the way the Census Bureau reports these figures.
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According to HUD’s definition, a homeowner is considered cost burdened if they pay 30 percent or more
of their income towards housing costs. In 2000, 17.7 percent of all owners were considered cost burdened,
5.0 percent paid between 30 percent and 35 percent of their income costs and 12.7 percent paid over 35
percent of theirincome. As of the 2013 calculations, nearly one third (31%) of all owners, with a mortgage,
were cost burdened including 23.5 percent who were paying over 35 percent — a sharp rise since 2000.

Again, at least some of the significant increase from year to year can be attributed to the change in the
way the data is presented, but that should not lessen the significance of such a high percentage of owner
households facing extreme cost related burdens. The next map depicts concentrations of cost burdened
owner-occupied households.

While the number of cost burdened owner households in Michigan in 2014 was 31 percent, the
distribution of cost burdened households varied throughout the state. Some counties saw a very high
number of cost burdened households while others saw a lower percentage. Lake County (47%),
Roscommon County (44.1%), and Ontonagon County (43.8%) had the highest number of owner
households that were cost burdened. On the other end of the spectrum are Marquette County (21%) and
Houghton County (23.9%), and Midland County (24%) had the lowest number of owner households that
were cost burdened. The lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of cost-burdened households,
and the concentration increases as the shade darkens.
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MAP: Cost Burdened Homeowners
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Household Income

TABLE: Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of

2010-2014 ACS

(owners without mortgage)

Number %
Less than 10% 351,874 35.8%
10.0 to 14.9% 207,128 21.1%
15.0to 19.9% 129,123 13.1%
20.0t0 24.9% 79,761 8.1%
25.0t0 29.9% 53,568 5.5%
30.0 to 34.9% 36,691 3.7%
35.0% or more 124,358 12.7%
Not computed 13,377 -

Year Estimates DP04

Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5

The 2010-2014 ACS report specifically identifies housing costs for owner-occupied households without a
mortgage. In such case, housing costs are most often attributable to homeowners’ insurance premiums
and property taxes. As indicated in the table above, 16.4 percent of owner-occupied households, without
a mortgage are cost burdened, including 12.7 percent that were considered extremely cost burdened.
There is a strong correlation between these cost burdened owner-occupied households and cost

burdened seniors who own their homes.

The map below identifies concentrations of cost burdened owners age 65 and older. The lighter shaded
areas represent a lower concentration of cost burdened homeowners 65 years or older, and the
concentration increases as the shade darkens. In several counties scattered throughout the state, over 30

percent of this population is cost burdened.
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MAP: Cost Burdened Homeowners 65 Years Old and Older
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According to HUD’s definition, a renter is considered cost burdened if they pay 30 percent or more of their
income towards housing costs. In 2000, 35.1 percent of all renters were considered cost burdened
including 28.4 percent that were paying over 35 percent of their income towards housing costs. As of the
2014 calculations, over half (54%) of all renters, paying rent, were cost burdened including 45.3 percent
that were paying over 35 percent of their income to housing costs — a significant rise since 2000.

Again, at least some of the significant increase can be attributed to the change in the way the data is
presented, but that should not lessen the significance of such a high percentage of renter households
facing extreme cost related burdens. When renter households face these extreme cost burdens they are
less likely to be able to afford other living expenses such as food and medical care let alone save money
towards becoming homeowners and they are more likely to experience poverty conditions.

TABLE: Selected Monthly Renter Costs as a Percentage of Household Income®®
2000 2010-2014 ACS
(all renters) (occupied units paying rent)

Number %* Number %*
Less than 15% 203,605 20.9% 115,550 11.6%
15to 19% 144,994 14.9% 115,597 11.6%
20 to 24% 120,980 12.4% 117,432 11.7%
25t029% 97,918 10.0% 111,533 11.2%
30 to 35% 66,101 6.8% 86,686 8.7%
35% or more 277,644 28.4% 453,118 45.3%
Not computed 65,071 6.7% 89,882 -
Data Source: 2000 Census DP-4, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates DP04
*Note that census methodology changes mean the percentages in the 2010-2014 ACS represent
the percent of units computed while in 2000 the percentages were of all units, including those
for which a computation was note made.

18 Note: the 2000 Census includes all renters, even those not paying rent and those where calculations could not
be made, in the percentages for each income range. However, the 2010-2014 ACS only includes occupied units
paying rent, where the calculations could be made, in the percentages for each income range. Therefore, some of
the increase between the 2000 Census and the 2010-2014 ACS can be attributed to the change in the way the
Census Bureau reports these figures.
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Selected Monthly Renter Costs as a Percentage of Monthly Income
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The next two maps detail the concentration of cost burdened renter households. The first map looks at
cost renters as a whole, and the second map shows the concentration of cost burdened renters age 65
and older. For both maps, the lighter shades indicate a lower concentration of cost burdened renters and
the concentration increases as the shade darkens. There are few counties in the entire state in which less
than 40 percent of all renters are cost burdened, and the central portion of the state had the highest
concentration of cost burdened renters.

Although 54% of renter households in Michigan were cost burdened in 2013, the distribution of these
households varied widely throughout the state. Some counties saw a very high number of cost burdened
households while others saw a lower percentage. Among the counties, Roscommon County (67.1%),
Schoolcraft County (66.7%), and Isabella County (66.7%) saw the highest proportion of renter households
65 and older that were cost burdened, while at the same time Mackinac County (41.5%) and Baraga
County (42.9%) had the lowest number of renter households 65 and older that were cost burdened.
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MAP: Cost Burdened Renters
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MAP: Cost Burdened Renters 65 Years Old and Older
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IV.  Private Sector Analysis and Impediments

Lending Practices

An analysis of lending practices is possible through an examination of data gathered from lending
institutions in compliance with the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). The HMDA was enacted by
Congress in 1975 and is implemented by the Federal Reserve Board as Regulation C. The intent of the
Act is to provide the public with information related to financial institution lending practices and to aid
public officials in targeting public capital investments to attract additional private sector investments.

Since enactment of the HMDA in 1975, lending institutions have been required to collect and publicly
disclose data regarding applicants including: location of the loan (by Census tract, County, and MSA);
income, race and gender of the borrower; the number and dollar amount of each loan; property type;
loan type; loan purpose; whether the property is owner-occupied; and the action taken for each
application. If the application was denied, inclusion of the reason(s) for denial are optional for
institutions not regulated by the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, such as state-chartered
banks, though the majority of denial reasons are reported. Property types examined within HMDA
reporting include one-to-four family units, manufactured housing, and multi-family developments.

HMDA data is a useful tool in accessing lending practices and trends within a jurisdiction. While many
financial institutions are required to report loan activities, it is important to note that not all institutions
are required to participate. Depository lending institutions — banks, credit unions, and savings
associations — must file under HMDA if they hold assets exceeding the coverage threshold set annually
by the Federal Reserve Board, have a home or branch office in one or more metropolitan statistical
areas (MSA), and originated at least one home purchase or refinancing loan on a one-to-four family
dwelling in the preceding calendar year. Such institutions must also file if they meet any one of the
following three conditions: is a federally insured or regulated institution; originates a mortgage loan
that is insured, guaranteed, or supplemented by a federal agency; or originates a loan intended for sale
to Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. For-profit, non-depository institutions (such as mortgage companies)
must file HMDA data if: their value of home purchase or refinancing loans exceeds 10 percent or more
of their total loan originations or equals or exceeds $25 million; they either maintain a home or branch
office in one or more MSAs or in a given year execute five or more home purchase, home refinancing,
or home improvement loan applications, originations, or loan purchases for properties located in MSAs;
or they hold assets exceeding $10 million or have executed more than 100 home purchase or refinancing
loan originations in the preceding calendar year.

It is recommended that the analysis of HMDA data be tempered by the knowledge that no one
characteristic can be considered in isolation, but each must be considered in light of other factors. For
instance, while it is possible to develop conclusions simply on the basis of race data, it is more accurate
when all possible factors are considered, particularly in relation to loan denials and loan pricing.
According to the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC), “with few exceptions,
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controlling for borrower-related factors reduces the differences among racial and ethnic groups.”
Borrower-related factors include income, loan amount, lender, and other relevant information included
in the HMDA data. Further, the FFIEC cautions that the information in the HMDA data, even when
controlled for borrower-related factors and the lender, “is insufficient to account fully for racial or ethnic
differences in the incidence of higher-priced lending.” The FFIEC suggests that a more thorough analysis
of the differences may require additional details from sources other than HMDA about factors including
the specific credit circumstances of each borrower, the specific loan products that they are seeking, and
the business practices of the institutions that they approach for credit.

The following analysis is provided for the State of Michigan, summarizing 2014 HMDA data (the most
recent year for which data are available), and data between 2007 and 2014 where applicable. Where
specific details are included in the HMDA records, a summary is provided below for loan denials
including information regarding the purpose of the loan application, race of the applicant and the
primary reason for denial. For the purposes of analysis, this report will focus only on the information
available and will not make assumptions regarding data that is not available or was not provided as part
of the mortgage application or in the HMDA reporting process.

2014 State Overview

In 2014, Michigan residents applied for roughly 248,144 home loans to purchase, refinance, or make home
improvements for a single family home - not including manufactured homes. Of those applications, nearly
160,000 (64%) were approved and originated. Of the remaining 88,000 applications approximately 46,000
(19%) of all applications were denied for reasons identified below. Also, while many loan applications are
denied for more than one reason, HMDA data reflects only the primary reason for the denial of each loan.
The balance of the 42,000 applications that were neither originated nor denied were closed for one reason
or another including a) the loan was approved but not accepted by the borrower, b) the application was
closed because of incomplete information or inactivity by the borrower, or c) in many instances the
application may have been withdrawn by the applicant.
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TABLE: Disposition of Application by Loan Type and Purpose, 2014

Single Family Homes (excluding manufactured homes)

Loan Type Home Refinance Home

Purchase Improvement

Total Applications Conventional 72,501 100,202 7,375
FHA 28,994 14,721 416

VA 6,606 8,023 235

FSA/RHS 8,785 285 1

Loans Originated Conventional 54,544 58,823 3,936
FHA 20,512 7023 100

VA 4,752 3,748 96

FSA/RHS 6,300 139 0

Loans Approved but not Conventional 2,023 3,239 278
accepted FHA 698 393 79
VA 135 170 31

FSA/RHS 279 10 0

Applications Denied Conventional 7,394 22,533 2,262
FHA 4,661 4,499 139

VA 981 2,316 68

FSA/RHS 1,177 54 1

Applications Withdrawn Conventional 6,299 10,313 604
FHA 2,407 1978 76

VA 614 1,116 39

FSA/RHS 774 68 0

Files Closed for Conventional 2,240 5,294 295
Incompleteness FHA 711 828 22
VA 123 673 1

FSA/RHS 234 14 0

Source: 2014 HMDA

Of the home purchase loans for single-family homes that were originated in 2014, (86,108 loans

originated) approximately 63 percent of these originations were provided by conventional lenders. The

remaining 37 percent were provided by federally-backed sources including the FHA, VA and FSA/RHS
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(Rural Housing Service). The VA and RHS lenders had an application/approval ratio of 58 percent and
71 percent respectively. Conventional lenders originated home purchase loans at a rate of 65% of all
applications while 71 percent of the FHA home purchase loan applications resulted in origination.

A further examination of the 46,085 denials indicates that just over 29,400 or 64 percent of all denials
were for applicants seeking to refinance existing mortgages for owner-occupied, primary residences.
The number one reason for denial of refinance applications®® was lack of collateral (28% of refinancing
denials) followed closely by credit history (24% of refinancing denials). Typically, homeowners seeking
to refinance their existing home mortgage are able to use their home as collateral. When the denial
reason given for a refinance is a lack of collateral, this often indicates the home is worth less than the
existing mortgage and, therefore, refinancing is not an option — these homes are commonly referred to
as “under-water” or the borrowers are “upside-down” in their mortgage.

The percentage of loan application denials for traditional home purchase loans for one-to-four family
housing in the state varies significantly among Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics. In 2014, Blacks were more
than twice as likely to be denied for conventional single-family home purchases as Whites, with
respective denial rates of 20 percent and 9 percent. Hispanics were denied at a rate that falls between
the other two, at 14 percent.

Additionally, a closer look at home purchase denial rates by race/ethnicity and income group within
Michigan, shown below, demonstrates that high-income Blacks (having greater than 120% of Area Median
Income) were more likely to be denied for a single family home purchase, at 27 percent, than low-income
Whites (having 80% or less of Area Median Income), at 21 percent. Low-income Hispanics were denied at
a rate of 28 percent, slightly higher than high-income Blacks. Additionally, high-income Hispanics were
denied at a rate similar to low-income Whites, at 20 percent.

Single Family Home Purchase Denial Rate, 2014

H Low-Income  H High-Income
40% 35%

0,
o 30% 27% 28%
5 21% 20%
s 20% 15%
S
o -
0%
White Black or African American Hispanic or Latino

Race/Ethnicity

Upon a review of denial reasons for federally supported loan products, African Americans or Blacks were
denied primarily because of debt-to-income ratios and poor credit, each at approximately 25 percent of
all denials. The top denial reasons for Whites for federally supported loan products were credit history
(24%) followed closely by lack of collateral (23%) and debt-to-income ratio (22%). Top denials reason for

19 Please note, the loan disposition information is provided for only single-family homes. However, the HMDA data
only provides reasons for single-family loan applications including manufactured homes.
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Hispanics applying for federally supported loan products were credit history (28%) and lack of collateral
(23%). Reviewing the denial reasons provided by conventional lenders shows that as of 2014 the top
denial reasons for Blacks and Hispanics was credit history while for Whites it was lack of collateral. The
difference in loan denial percentages for federally supported loan products is not significant across races
with percentages generally falling between 22 and 28 percent for the top categories of collateral, credit
history, and debt to income ratio across races and ethnicities. A significant difference appears, however,
when looking at denials based on credit history by conventional lenders. As noted in the chart below,
African Americans are about 50 percent more likely to be denied for credit reasons than Whites in the
conventional loan market- 32 percent for African Americans and just 21 percent for Whites. This is an
area that may need further investigation to understand why African Americans are being denied at higher
rates for credit history in the conventional market, particularly when the spread is not as great for

federally supported loan products.

TABLE: Single Family Home Purchase, Denials by Race, Ethnicity & by Reason
% of Conventional % of Federally
Race/Ethnicity Primary Reason for Denial Denials Supported Denials
White Collateral 30% 23%
Application Incomplete 16% 13%
Credit History 21% 24%
Debt to Income Ratio 20% 22%
Employment History 2% 3%
Insufficient Cash 3% 1%
Mortgage Insurance Denied 0% 0%
Unverifiable Information 2% 2%
Other 5% 9%
African American/Black | Collateral 25% 21%
Application Incomplete 10% 14%
Credit History 32% 25%
Debt to Income Ratio 20% 25%
Employment History 2% 1%
Insufficient Cash 4% 4%
Mortgage Insurance Denied 0% 0%
Unverifiable Information 1% 3%
Other 5% 7%
Hispanic or Latino Collateral 24% 23%
Application Incomplete 12% 9%
Credit History 27% 28%
Debt to Income Ratio 20% 20%
Employment History 2% 5%
Insufficient Cash 5% 4%
Mortgage Insurance Denied 1% 0%
Unverifiable Information 2% 3%
Other 7% 7%
Source: 2014 HMDA
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Minority Application Denial Reasons by Income Group

As of 2014, the leading denial reason for Black applications across all income groups was credit history,
representing over 30 percent of denials for each income category. Relative to lower income groups, High
Income Blacks were more likely to be denied for lack of collateral, while debt-to-income ratio was a more
common denial reason for lower income Black applicants.

Black Denial Reasons by Income Group, 2014
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Among Hispanic applicants, those within the High Income category were most likely to be denied for lack
of collateral, while credit history was the most frequent denial reason for all other income groups,
particularly Middle Income applicants (over 36%). Debt-to-income ratio was disproportionately more
likely to be a denial reason for Very Low Income applicants.

Hispanic Denial Reasons by Income Group, 2014
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Comparing High Income applicants by race/ethnicity, High Income Whites and Hispanics were more likely
to be denied for lack of collateral while High Income Blacks were more likely to be denied for credit history.
Though the first chart below represents all loan application purposes, refinance applications exhibit a
similar pattern by denial reason, shown in the second chart. However, denials for refinance applications
occurred at a higher rate for Blacks (35.6%) and Hispanics (30.7%) compared with Whites (22.6%) — a
pattern that holds true across all income groups.

Denial Reasons for High Income Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, All Loan Applications, 2014
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Denial Reasons for High Income Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, Refinance Applications, 2014
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Similar to home purchase loan applications, Low Income White applicants were less likely to be denied
than High Income Blacks for refinance loans. Additionally, Very Low Income Whites had only a slightly
higher rate of denial (33.7%) than High Income Black applicants (32.6%).

TABLE: Refinance Denial Rates by Income Group and Race/Ethnicity, 2014

High Middle Low Very Low Overall

Income Income Income Income
White 18.4% 22.8% 26.0% 33.7% 22.6%
Black or African American 32.6% 37.9% 39.5% 48.5% 35.6%
Hispanic or Latino 25.8% 31.4% 33.7% 43.1% 30.7%

Subprime Distributions

The charts below illustrate the distribution of subprime rate spreads among White, Black, and Hispanic
loans. The rate spread refers to the difference between the annual percentage rate of the originated loan
and applicable prime offer rate, and is included in HMDA for rate spreads of 1.5 or greater. For example,
the majority of subprime mortgage originations for White, Black, and Hispanic applicants were
characterized by rate spreads less than or equal to 2 percent (shown in the tables below). Consistent with
tighter lending regulations after the financial crisis, there are no major differences by race/ethnicity in the
interest rate distribution of subprime lending in Michigan.

However, while rate spread
distributions are roughly similar, loan
originations by White applicants are
much less likely to be subprime, at
fewer than 10 percent, relative to

Blacks (26.5%) and Hispanics (16.9%).

TABLE: Subprime Originations, 2014

% of Subprime Originations

White 9.8%
Black or African American 26.5%
Hispanic or Latino 16.9%
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Michigan’s Single Family Lending Market, 2007-2014

The following section will examine HMDA data over the time period 2007-2014, for the State of Michigan
as a whole and for various metropolitan regions where applicable.

Highlighted below, the number of single-family loan originations declined within Michigan between 2007
and 2014, from over 202,000 to just under 160,000 (a decrease of 21%). While the 2014 level of
originations was below that of 2007, the years of 2012 and 2013 saw relatively high numbers of
originations compared to the other years examined. In contrast the fluctuations in total originations, the
number of denials within the state demonstrated a relatively more consistent decline between 2007 and
2014. Total denials fell by over 68 percent, from approximately 144,500 to 46,000 during the same time
period. Relatedly, of the total single-family loan originations and denials within Michigan, the share of
loan denials fell from 42 percent in 2007 to 22 percent in 2014.

SF Loan Orginations and Application Denials, State of Michigan
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Income, Race, and Single Family Loan Denials in Michigan

Denial rates for single-family loans in Michigan vary by race and ethnicity. The chart below shows that
between 2007 and 2014, Blacks were consistently denied at the highest rate relative to Whites and
Hispanics, and were the only group for which the single-family loan denial rate reached approximately 50
percent, as was the case in 2008. Though the Black denial rate has trended downward since 2008, similar
to Whites and Hispanics, a mild uptick occurred between 2012 and 2014. Though racial disparities in the
denial rate still clearly exist, the gap between the rates of the highest denied group (Blacks) and the lowest
denied group (Whites) narrowed between 2007 and 2014.

Single Family Denial Rate by Race/Ethnicity
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A view of single-family denial rates by applicant income group within Michigan, highlighted below, shows
the expected outcome of higher income groups experiencing lower denial rates than lower income
groups. Between 2007 and 2014, applicants in the Very Low Income category (50% or less of Area Median
Income), were consistently more likely to be denied for a single-family loan than any other income group.
Low Income applicants (between 50% and 80% of Area Median Income) were denied at the second highest
rate, though followed a more pronounced downward trajectory between 2007 and 2014 relative to Very
Low Income applicants. Middle Income applicants (80 to 120% of Area Median Income), in a manner
similar to Low Income and High Income applicants, saw a relatively strong drop in denial rates between
2007 and 2012, from 32 percent to 15 percent, though the denial rate has since trended mildly upward to
18 percent as of 2014. The lowest denial rate in every year examined belonged to the High Income group
(greater than 120% of Area Median Income). Consistent with an overall decline in the single-family denial
rate, every income group’s denial rate fell between 2007 and 2014, though since 2012, the denial rates
for every income group increased between 2012 and 2014.
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SF Denial Rate by Applicant Income Group
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In addition to the income of the applicant, the median income of the property’s Census tract also reveals
decreasing denial rates as tract income group rises. Further, denial rates for all tract income groups have
increased since 2012.

SF Denial Rate by Census Tract Income Group
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Though Very Low Income tracts represent 7 percent of all Census tracts within Michigan, they are
represented by less than 1 percent of total originations and 2 percent of total denials as of 2014. Further,
loans for single-family properties within these tracts were denied at a rate of 33 percent, higher than any
other group. Loan originations within Michigan are disproportionately likely to occur for properties in
Middle and High Income tracts. For example, Middle and High Income tracts represent 72 percent of the
Michigan County total, but account for over 89 percent of all single-family loan originations throughout
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the state in 2014. Together, Low and Very Low Income tracts represent 28 percent of all tracts, but only
account for roughly 11 percent of all single-family loan originations during the same year.

Orginations and Denials by Census Tract Income, 2014
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The Subprime Market

Illustrated below, the subprime mortgage market in Michigan has declined significantly since 2007,
though it has gradually increased since 2010. The total number of subprime loan originations fell by nearly
60 percent between 2007 and 2014, much higher than the total origination decline of 21 percent.
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As a percentage of total single-family loan originations, Michigan has seen a significant decrease in
subprime originations relative to 2007 levels, shown below. As of 2014, subprime originations were
approximately 10 percent of the state’s total, down from nearly 20 percent in 2007. Subprime originations
as a percent of borrower income group follows a similar pattern, with notable declines occurring between
2007 and 2010. Though all income groups and Michigan as a whole have demonstrated an upward trend
in the share of subprime originations since 2012, they remain well below 2007 levels as of 2014 despite
recent acceleration.

Michigan’s subprime origination trends are consistent with the tightened credit conditions and
heightened home lending standards that have taken place in the aftermath of the financial crisis and Great
Recession.
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Metropolitan Variation in Michigan’s Single Family Lending Market

Within the State of Michigan, there is a substantial amount of geographic variation in mortgage market
outcomes by metropolitan region. For example, in every year examined, the Warren, Troy, Farmington
Hills MSA originated more single family loans than any other Michigan metro by a wide margin. Detroit,
Grand Rapids, Lansing, and Ann Arbor finish out the top five metros by total originations, with Detroit
being the only top five metro that experienced a decline in total originations between 2007 and 2013 (the
most recent year for which MSA data are available). Further, nearly two-thirds of all mortgage originations
in 2013 occurred in the Warren (40%), Detroit (15%), or Grand Rapids (11%) metropolitan regions.
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In addition to having the highest total, the Warren, Troy, Farmington Hills metro also saw by far the
greatest absolute increase in total originations between 2007 and 2013, at over 25,000.

TABLE: Top Five Metropolitan Regions by 2013 Origination
2013 Originations | Absolute Change | Percentage Change
(2007-2013) (2007-2013)

Warren, Troy, Farmington Hills 84,473 25,134 42.4%
Detroit, Livonia, Dearborn 30,458 -3,478 -10.2%
Grand Rapids, Wyoming 22,283 5,363 31.7%
Lansing, East Lansing 11,495 1,646 16.7%
Ann Arbor 10,453 3,580 52.1%
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Between 2007 and 2013, every metropolitan region within the State of Michigan experienced a decrease
in the single-family denial rate. The metro with the greatest percentage point decrease was Detroit, falling
from over 40 percent in 2007 to just over 17 percent in 2013. As of 2013, Ann Arbor was characterized by
the lowest denial rate (less than 14 percent), while South Bend had the highest denial rate (over 22
percent) (note that while South Bend is in Indiana, the South Bend-Mishawaka MSA includes Cass County
in southwest Michigan).

TABLE: Denial Rates by Metropolitan Region
Denial Rate Percentage Point
in 2013 Change from 2007
Ann Arbor 13.6% -11.4%
Holland, Grand Haven 14.1% -8.4%
Warren, Troy, Farmington Hills 15.2% -13.7%
Kalamazoo, Portage 15.3% -11.9%
Grand Rapids, Wyoming 15.9% -12.0%
Lansing, East Lansing 16.2% -12.2%
Monroe 16.9% -13.4%
Detroit, Livonia, Dearborn 17.3% -23.0%
Flint 17.4% -18.5%
Battle Creek 17.8% -14.9%
Bay City 18.1% -8.3%
Saginaw, Saginaw Township North 18.5% -15.8%
Muskegon, Norton Shores 19.7% -13.8%
Jackson 19.8% -13.0%
Niles, Benton Harbor 20.5% -7.5%
South Bend, Mishawaka 22.2% -6.0%
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As well as the having lowest denial rate, the Ann Arbor metro is the region in Michigan with the highest
loan origination value as of 2013. Of the 16 metropolitan regions in the state, all but Detroit and Saginaw

experienced a decline since 2007.

TABLE: Average Origination Value by Metropolitan Region

Average Nominal Percentage
Origination Change in Value | Change in Value
Value in 2013 Since 2007 Since 2007
Ann Arbor $196,583 (518,241) -8.5%
Warren, Troy, Farmington Hills $170,899 (523,269) -12.0%
Holland, Grand Haven $145,593 (510,490) -6.7%
Niles, Benton Harbor $141,611 ($6,313) -4.3%
Detroit, Livonia, Dearborn $141,432 $2,684 1.9%
Grand Rapids, Wyoming $139,580 ($5,462) -3.8%
Kalamazoo, Portage $138,763 (52,185) -1.6%
South Bend, Mishawaka $138,248 (5732) -0.5%
Monroe $133,148 (520,816) -13.5%
Lansing, East Lansing $126,058 (513,276) -9.5%
Flint $118,186 ($5,702) -4.6%
Jackson $116,798 (57,636) -6.1%
Battle Creek $109,191 ($1,102) -1.0%
Saginaw, Saginaw Township North $108,158 $3,905 3.7%
Muskegon, Norton Shores $106,807 (51,327) -1.2%
Bay City $94,933 ($9,259) -8.9%
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V.  Regional Overviews

Using “Prosperity Regions” defined and used by the State
for various existing housing, economic development, and
planning purposes, this section provides a more
geographically nuanced view of key demographic data
points.

REGIONS
4 Upper Peninsula

As more fully described in Appendix A, for purposes of these
analyses, all CDBG-entitled counties (Kent, Genesee,
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9 Southeast Michigan Prosperity Region

entitlement cities represented more than 25% of a given
county’s population, those cities were removed from the

fi8 oevott Metro Prosperity Region

statistical analysis. For example, Lansing and East Lansing
were removed from the Ingham County totals prior to calculating demographic statistics for the balance
of the county. In other cases, when an entitled city was less than 25% of the county population, then
demographicinformation for the entire county was included. For example, Holland only represents 12.2%
of Ottawa County, so it was not excluded from the county and, therefore, regional calculations.

The goal of this inclusion/exclusion process was to focus on the non-entitled portions of the respective
regions. In some cases, this results in statistics that may not immediately “ring true” to readers who are
familiar with statistics on a county-wide basis. To a large degree, this, in itself, provides evidence that
many potential fair housing concerns relate as much or more to the ease with which individuals can freely
choose and access housing across jurisdictional lines (city to suburb) than to issues within a given political
subdivision.

Region 1 — Upper Peninsula

Region 1 consists of the following 15 counties: Alger,
Baraga, Chippewa, Delta, Dickinson, Gogebic,
Houghton, Iron, Keweenaw, Luce, Mackinac,
Marquette, Menominee, Ontonagon, and Schoolcraft.
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increase is so small as to be within the margin of error
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so stagnation is also a likely scenario. A majority of counties in Region 1 experienced a decrease of
population over the 14-year time period, while only three counties held on with small growth rates.
Ontonagon County saw the sharpest decline in population at 17.5 percent, shrinking from 7,818 in 2000
to 6,448 in 2014. Marquette County, the largest county in Region 1, saw the biggest growth in population
at 4.5 percent - rising from 64,634 in 2000 to 67,535 in 2014.

Race and Ethnicity

Region 1 is predominantly White, with the group accounting for 89.5 percent of regional population and
all remaining racial groups making up the remaining 10.5 percent. American Indians or Alaskan Natives
account for almost 4 percent of the population. Blacks/African Americans account for less than 3 percent
and Asians account for less than 1 percent of the population. Persons identifying as Two or More races
comprise an additional 3 percent of the regional population. Finally, just over 1 percent of the region
identify as ethnically Hispanic.
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Data Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Age & Disability

Seniors comprised 18.8 percent of Region 1’s population, with a total of 58,189 persons aged 65 and over.
Ontonagon County had the highest proportion of seniors at 29.2 percent. Houghton County and
Chippewa County had the lowest proportion of seniors at 15.3 percent each (2010-2014 ACS).
Approximately 15.5 percent of the regional population had a disability — 48,010 persons. Luce County had
the highest disability rate at 25.9 percent and Houghton County had the lowest disability rate at 12.1
percent (2010-2014 ACS).
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Median Household Income

The median household income (MHI) in the region was $40,657, however the MHI varied widely among
the counties — with nine of the fifteen counties below the regional MHI. Marquette County had the
highest MHI at $45,066, while Gogebic County had the lowest MHI at $34,021.

Region 1 Median Household Income by County
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Data Note: The red line represents the regional median household income of $40,657

Affordability & Housing

HUD defines ho